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Existing Project Area Conditions:
Sierra Boulevard
Unsecured road shoulders, no pedestrian walkways

Proposed Project:
Complete Streets improvements
(similar to Ski Run Boulevard)
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APPENDIX H

Letters of Support





Barton
Health

May 27, 2015

Caltrans- Division of Local Assistance

Attention: Office of Active Transportation and Special Programs
PO Box 942874

Sacramento, CA 94274-0001

Re: Support for ATP Application from the City of South Lake Tahoe Sierra Boulevard Complete Street Project

Dear Division of Local Assistance:
Barton Health is pleased to express its support for the Sierra Boulevard Complete Street Project in the City of South Lake Tahoe.

Sierra Boulevard is one of the main arterial roads within the City and very important because it connects residential communities
and commuters to destinations important to the South Shore Community. In particular, safe routes to schools will meet the
needs for pedestrians and bicyclists to South Tahoe Middle School, the Lake Tahoe Community College, as well as recreation
destinations including the newly expanded Community Play Fields, playgrounds, the Bijou Community Park. Once the South
Tahoe Greenway Trail project, already underway by the California Tahoe Conservancy, connects to Sierra Boulevard in the next
phase, the disadvantaged community surrounding Sierra Blvd will benefit directly. Access will ultimately link destinations from
Stateline to Meyers via the Sierra Blvd corridor. This densely populated working class neighborhood will be provided safe active
transportation options to local markets and shopping.

The City conducted community stakeholder in 2005 and presented alternatives for the community’s consideration for improving
safety and mobility on the busy thoroughfare through the neighborhood. The Sierra Boulevard Complete Street Project is the
priority need that has been identified but overlooked in the past decade. Barton Memorial Hospital supports the City’s efforts to
design and build this high-need active transportation project. The project is consistent with Barton Memorial Hospital's
continuous efforts to provide exceptional health and wellness services to our community. Its proposed bicycle and pedestrian
infrastructure, safety and mobility improvements will transform the Sierra Boulevard corridor from US Highway 50 past Barbara
Avenue to the Greenway Trail from auto-centric to a "complete streets" design and functionality.

The project will represent an important turning point in our campaign to create a safer, multi-modal, mobility friendly
community. As one of the many entities benefitting from the project, Barton Memorial Hospital encourages Caltrans to fund the
Sierra Boulevard Complete Street Project in the City of South Lake Tahoe.

Sincerely,
s > - ( )
Kindle Craig

Director of Development, Barton Health

2092 Lake Tahoe Blvd., Suite 600 South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150 530-543-5614 www.bartonhealth.org





Tahoe
Metropolitan

’ . P.O.Box 5310
| Planning 128 Marke trer
. . Stateline, Nevada 89449

OI' g anization (775) 588-4547 * Fax (775) 588-4527

June 10, 2016

Caltrans

Division of Local Assistance

Attention: Office of Active Transportation and Special Programs
PO Box 942874

Sacramento, CA 94274-0001

Re: Support for ATP Application — Sierra Boulevard Complete Street Project
To the Division of Local Assistance and ATP evaluators:

The Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization (TMPO) and Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) are
pleased to express support for the Sierra Boulevard Complete Street Project in the City of South Lake
Tahoe. This project will fill a large gap in our network and provide greater connectivity on the South
Shore for residents and visitors of all ages and abilities. Directly impacting a highly residential and low-
income area, the project will encourage increased active transportation trips and multi-modal
connections.

The Sierra Boulevard Complete Street Project is fully funded through the planning and design phases,
and will soon be ready for construction. This project is listed in the 2016 Active Transportation Plan
design level priority list and in the 2012 Regional Transportation Plan tier 1 constrained list. Thus, the
improvement is a long awaited and highly supported project by our partners and the community. The
project also leverages adjacent improvements currently underway including Caltrans’s intersection
improvement at US Highway 50 and Sierra Boulevard, the California Tahoe Conversancy’s Greenway
Shared-Use Trail (ATP funded), and private commercial investments located on both sides of Sierra
Boulevard.

Beyond closing a major gap in our active transportation network, serving our lower-income community,
increasing safety by providing facilities for active transport users where there currently are none, and
creating multi-modal connections — this project also provides environmental benefits. Did you know that
70 percent of pollutants impacting Lake Tahoe’s clarity are the result of transportation systems and
developed area run-off? Improving Sierra Boulevard’s roadway infrastructure helps meet our regional
environmental thresholds and TMDL requirements while improving accessibility and bringing our
existing transportation system into balance.

Allocating California state funding to the Sierra Boulevard Complete Street Project will represent an
important turning point in the Region’s effort to create a safer, multi-modal, and more accessible
community. | encourage you to support the City of South Lake Tahoe in this endeavor.

Sincerely,

Nick Haven
Long Range Planning and Transportation Division Manager
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Metropoltan THE LAKE TAHOE BIKEWAY PARTNERSHIP

Planning
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TAHOE
REGIONAL May 13, 2014
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Teresa McWilliam

CALTRANS

/’é Division of Local Assistance
e P.0. Box 942874

Sacramento, CA 94274-0001

Re: Lake Tahoe Region Project Submittals to the California ATP Program (Cycle 1)

Dear Ms. McWilliam and the Active Transportation Program Review Committees,

Thank you for your consideration of the Lake Tahoe Region’s project applications to
the California Active Transportation Program (ATP). The local bicycle and pedestrian
implementing agencies at Lake Tahoe have organized into the “Lake Tahoe Bikeway
Partnership” and as a group have developed a unique, collaborative approach to
delivering high priority segments of the bicycle and pedestrian network at Lake Tahoe.
This strategy identifies and prioritizes the most critical segments Region-wide and
those most applicable to available funding sources. The Lake Tahoe Bikeway

Partnership puts forward only these highest priority segments, recognizing that
enhancing the system anywhere in the Region benefits all Lake Tahoe communities.

The project applications for the ATP are listed below, within the ATP funding
categories. Number 1 is the highest priority project for the Region in each category.

Project Type and Name

Infrastructure
1)  Lake Tahoe Bikeway and Pedestrian Active Transportation Project
@ %ﬁ%{%ﬁ%ﬁ (Tahoe Transportation District)
| 4 2)  Sawmill Bike Trail Safe Access Project
(El Dorado County)

3)  Pope-Baldwin National Recreation Trail Enhancements
(United States Forest Service, Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit)

Infrastructure Planning/Disadvantaged Communities
1)  Sierra Boulevard Bicycle and Pedestrian Trail Project

(City of South Lake Tahoe)

Safe Routes to Schools Planning/Disadvantaged Communities
1)  Lake Tahoe Unified School District SRTS Project
(Tahoe Transportation District)






An additional high priority planning project for our Region which will be submitted in Cycle 2 is the
North Lake Tahoe Bike Trail (Placer County).

For the Cycle 1 ATP grant solicitation, the partners have selected a set of projects that, both individually
and as a group, directly support ATP goals of increasing the proportion of trips accomplished by biking
and walking, increasing the safety and mobility of non-motorized users, achieving regional greenhouse
gas reduction targets, improving public health (particularly for children), and expanding safe mobility
options in disadvantaged communities. These projects include strategic links in the 71-mile Lake Tahoe
Bikeway that circumnavigates the Lake, as well as key bikeway corridors that connect neighborhoods
and town centers to the Bikeway.

Because of the extremely limited geography and environmental sensitivity of Lake Tahoe, improving the
infrastructure for bicycles, pedestrians and transit is the primary strategy for increasing transportation
capacity in the Region. These bicycle and pedestrian trails are also considered the catalyst for revitalizing
the Region’s economy by creating walkable, livable communities. In support of these concepts, the Lake
Tahoe Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) focuses primarily
on non-motorized projects and corridor revitalization projects.

Each project proposed for the ATP is an integral part of the RTP/SCS and was considered in the
transportation modeling work that demonstrated how the Region would achieve a greenhouse gas
reduction of 7 percent per capita by 2035. In addition, the first four projects in this set are identified in
the RTP/SCS or the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan as high priority projects. The last project, a Safe Routes
to Schools Master Plan, is supported in the RTP/SCS and Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan through specific
policies.

Each of these projects works to close critical gaps along some of the busiest sections of the bicycle and
pedestrian network, improve safety along heavily used corridors, or increase the ability of school
children, particularly in disadvantaged communities, to have healthy access to their schools through
better bicycling and walking opportunities. Each of these projects is either a part of or tied in to the Lake
Tahoe Bikeway, and construction of all of these segments will contribute significantly to the continuity
of the full bicycle and pedestrian network at Lake Tahoe.

Each of the partner agencies identified below would like to express our strong support for the ATP
project submittals. Thank you for your consideration of these key projects for the Lake Tahoe Region.

Sincerely,

The Members of the Lake Tahoe Bikeway Partnership
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Jo npe S. Marchet a Date
Executive Director, Tahoe Reglonal Planning Agency and Tahoe
Metropolitan Planning Organization

?L‘:K/\’\\/\ {\/U\\}\ €150y

Patrick Wright Date
Executive Director, California Tahoe Conservancy

Co /2 oz s/ia/f

Carl Hasty / Date
District Manager, Tahoe Tran"spo; ation District

City Manager, City of South Lake Tahoe

/A7 5/

Mimi Moss Date
Community Development Director, Douglas County

2 0 A Sraly/

Paw(SchuItz ?/ Date
General Manager, North Tahoe Public Utility District
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Cindy Gustafég} U Date I

General Manager, Tahoe City Public Utilities District

% %/j /4:;‘ /132014

Peter Kraatz Date

Assistant Director, Placer County Public Works Dept

Dave Solaro Date
Director, Washoe County Community Services Department

Roger Moellendorf, Date
Director, Carson City Parks and Recreation Department

Obpir b LO Jpsr—~ 5%3/20/‘—/

Charles Nelson Date

President, Lake Tahoe Bicycle Coalition





Cindy Gustafson
General Manager, Tahoe City Public Utilities District

Peter Kraatz
Assistant Director, Placer County Public Works Dept

Date
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Dave Solaro

Director, Washoe County Community Services Department

Date

Roger Moellendorf,
Director, Carson City Parks and Recreation Department

Date

Charles Nelson
President, Lake Tahoe Bicycle Coalition

Date

Date





Cindy Gustafson
General Manager, Tahoe City Public Utilities District

Peter Kraatz
Assistant Director, Placer County Public Works Dept

Date

Dave Solaro
Director, Washoe County Community Services Department

Date

Roger Moellendorf,
Director, Carson City Parks and Recreation Department

Date
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Charles Nelson
President, Lake Tahoe Bicycle Coalition

Date

Date
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Nancy Gibson / Daté_/ #
Forest Supervisor, Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit





CALIFORNIA

TAHOE

CONSERVANCY

BOARD MEMBERS

LARRY SEVISON, Chair
Placer County

JOHN HOOPER, Vice Chair
Public Member

LYNN SUTER
Public Member

TODD FERRARA
Natural Resources Agency

KAREN FINN
Department of Finance

TOM DAVIS
City of South Lake Tahoe

NORMA SANTIAGO
Ll Dorado County

NANCY J. GIBSON

U.S. Forest Service (ex-officio)

PATRICK WRIGHT
Executive Director

phone: 530-542-5580  fax: 530-542-5567

May 14, 2014

Caltrans

Division of Local Assistance, MS 1

Attn: Office of Active Transportation and Special Programming
P.O. Box 942874

Sacramento, CA 94274-0001

To Whom It May Concern:

The California Tahoe Conservancy (Conservancy) supports the City of
South Lake Tahoe’s Sierra Boulevard Complete Streets Planning Project
(Project). The Project will transform the major arterial in the Sierra Tract
subdivision from an overly wide roadway, no parking or drainage controls,
and poor bicycle and pedestrian facilities into a community connection with
substantial environmental and landscaping improvements and safe bicycle
and pedestrian routes. This proposal embodies the type of integrated project
with multiple benefits identified as critical in the Region’s sustainability,
environmental, land use, and transportation plans.

The Project complements multiple Conservancy investments in the Sierra
Tract neighborhood. We provided funds for drainage and water quality
improvements on area streets and funded bike trail segments nearby.
Currently, the Conservancy is pursuing implementation of the South Tahoe
Greenway Shared Use Trail (Greenway) that will serve as the backbone for
bicycle and pedestrian travel in the City and provides direct connection to
the proposed Project at the Sierra Boulevard/Barbara Avenue intersection.
Connecting the Class I trails proposed for both the Greenway and along
Sierra Boulevard will allow safe and efficient bike travel from Sierra Tract
to community destinations in many parts of South Lake Tahoe.

The Conservancy supports this Project as a showcase example of the
community revitalization critical to meet Regional goals for reducing
greenhouse gas emissions. The Project will provide safe and attractive
active transportation facilities and support the local eco-tourist based
economy. We encourage you to fully fund this proposal to help meet these
goals.

Sincerely,

?«(\/f, 'u\/\/ff‘ -

—

o

Patrick Wright
Executive Director

1061 Third Street, South Lake Tahoe, California 96150
e-mail: info@tahoe.ca.gov  web: www.tahoe.ca.gov
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LAKE TAHOE

BICYCLE COALITION
PO Box 1147 | Zephyr Cove, NV 89448 | tahoebike.org

California Tahoe Conservancy
1061 3rd Street
South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150

Re: Support for Sierra Boulevard Enhancement Project - Proposition 1
Grant Application

October 8, 2015

We are writing to support the City of South Lake Tahoe’s application to the
California Tahoe Conservancy Proposition 1 water bond grant program for
the Sierra Boulevard Enhancement Project. New infrastructure that makes
it safer for Tahoe residents and visitors to ride bicycles, such as would be
provided as part of the Sierra Boulevard project, provides so many benefits
to Tahoe’s communities. We appreciate the opportunity to comment on
this important proposal.

The Lake Tahoe Bicycle Coalition is a member-supported nonprofit
organization with a mission to help Tahoe become more bicycle friendly.
We promote opportunities for more people to ride bikes in Tahoe, provide
free valet parking for bicycles at community events, co-host the annual
Lake Tahoe Bicycle Challenge each June, and produce the well-known Lake

Tahoe Bikeways Map.

It’s long been recognized that improvements to Tahoe’s network of bicycle
paths and trails lead to economic improvements, make transportation
easier and more convenient for visitors and residents, and promote better
public health. When we make it safe and easy for families to ride bikes

together, we’re providing a resource to the community.

Better networks of bike routes are also good for the Tahoe Region’s water
and air quality. Reducing road surfaces directly reduces the amount of
sediment accumulating on roadways and washing into the lake. Sediment
from urban upland areas such as roadways is the number contributor to
decreased water quality in Lake Tahoe. More people riding bikes instead of
driving can help reduce the tailpipe emissions that are the primary
contributor of the nitrogen that feeds algal blooms in the lake. Other
pollutants in tailpipe emissions also worsen air quality and cause climate

change. When improvements to bicycle infrastructure are paired with





_ ATTACHMENT 13
improvements to stormwater management infrastructure, it’s a double

win for Tahoe’s environment.

The improvement to bicycle infrastructure included in the Sierra
Boulevard Enhancement Project will complement a host of area projects to
make biking safer in the midtown area of South Lake Tahoe, such as the
ongoing Safe Routes to School efforts at South Tahoe Middle School and the
exciting progress on the South Tahoe Greenway, another CTC project
improving water quality through increased biking.

We are pleased to support the city’s application for the Sierra Boulevard
Enhancement Project and encourage you to fund the project.

Sincerely,

Chris Carney, President

Lake Tahoe Bicycle Coalition





Lake Tahoe South Shore ATTACHMENT 13 169 Highway 50
Chamber of Commerce Edgewood Village, Bldg. D

Post Office Box 7139
Stateline, Nevada
89449

775.588.1728 ph
775.588.1941 fx

October 8, 2015

TahoeChamber.org

California Tahoe Conservancy
Attention: Proposition 1 Grant Program
1061 Third Street

South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150

Re: Support for City of South Lake Tahoe’s
Sierra Boulevard Enhancement Project

Dear Grant Application Review Team:

The City of South Lake Tahoe is applying to the Conservancy’s Prop 1 Grant
Program, Planning Focus Area, for funds to complete planning and design for the
Sierra Boulevard Enhancement Project. This grant will target a project site on Sierra
Boulevard between US 50 (Lake Tahoe Boulevard) and Barbara Avenue. Sierra
Boulevard provides access to a major residential area of the City as well as neighbor-
serving businesses. It is long overdue for a contemporary, environmentally
compatible makeover consistent with a complete streets approach to community
mobility.

The Sierra Boulevard right-of-way spans an 80’ cross-section. Preliminary design
work engaged by the City included four options to develop the public right-of-way to
serve pedestrians and bicyclists in addition to automobiles. The proposed project
scope incorporates areas adjacent to Sierra Boulevard to ensure the multiple benefits
of ecosystem and watershed restoration.

The Lake Tahoe South Shore Chamber of Commerce (TahoeChamber) is pleased to
support the City’s efforts to advance the development of a project that is consistent
the purposes of the CTC Proposition 1 Planning Grant focus area, the City’s adopted
FY 2015/2016 Capital Improvement Project (CIP) Program, goals of the adopted
Lake Tahoe Regional Transportation Plan, and the Lake Tahoe Environmental
Improvement Program (EIP).

TahoeChamber respectfully urges your favorable consideration and action to
recommend approval of this City CTC Proposition 1 Planning grant application.

Sincerely,

), At

Patrick Atherton
Chair, Government Affairs Committee
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APPENDIX |
Exhibit 22-F State Funding
(NOT APPLICABLE)

Blank Document for purposes of fulfilling ATP electronic application process where requirement of an
attached document is not appropriate.






APPENDIX J

Project Benefit/Cost Analysis

APPENDICIES - SIERRA BOULEVARD BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN TRAIL PROJECT
ATP GRANT APPLICATION — CYCLE 1





Appendix J - 1 of 5

Benefit / Cost Ratio Calculations for Sierra Boulevard

1.0 Benefit / Cost Calculations for Safety Improvements incorporated in Sierra Boulevard Improvements

Countermeasure / Safety Improvement Life Benefit (20 years)*
Create directional median openings to allow (and restrict) left-turns and u-turns $9,030,600
Add Segment Lighting $221,200
Add Intersection Lighting $252,800
Install sidewalk / pathway (to avoid walking along roadway) $540,160
Install Bike lanes $236,320
Net Safety Countermeasure Totals $10,281,080

2.0 Health Benefit / Cost Calculation

Census Block Population** 2469|people
Annual Benefits per Capita*** $137|per active person
Project Life Benefits per Capita (20 years) $2,740|per active person
California Average Trip % by Non-motorized Travel Mode (walk and/or bike)**** 18%|percent active trips
Life Health Benefit of Project (Population x Life Benefits x Non-motorized %) $1,217,711 |over 20 year period
3.0 Economic Impact to Disadvantaged Community
Annual Trips on Sierra Blvd Bike Trail***** 57888|annual users
% of Facility Users Who Are Visitors*** 48%
% of Visitors Whose Primary Reason is B/P Facilities*** 30%
Annual # Visitors Whose Primary Reason is B/P Facilities*** 8336
Average Direct Expenditure per Visitor*** $13.33|per person
Total Annual Economic Impact to Tourism Economy $111,117
Life Benefit over 20 years 52,222,343
Summary of B/C Ratio Calculation Estimated Life Benefit over 20 Years
Health Economic
Funding Source - ATP vs. Total Project Safety Benefits Benefits Benefits Net Benefit | Project Cost |B/C Ratio
ATP Eligible Items, Planning Estimate $10,281,080 $1,217,711| $2,222,343| $13,721,134| $2,968,644 4.62
Total Project, Planning Estimate $10,281,080 $1,217,711| $2,222,343| $13,721,134| $5,081,369 2.70
Sources:

*Based on TIMS Countermeasure Values developed with 2007-2011 Project Corridor Collision History

**CalEnviroScreen 2.0, Accessed May 18, 2014, Census Tract: 6017030301
***Environmental, Economic and Public Health Impacts of Shared Use Paths in Lake Tahoe ; Prepared of the Lake Tahoe Regional Planning Agency. Alta Planning + Design and LSC

Transportation Consultants, December 11 2009
****California Department of Transportation, 2010-2012 California Household Travel Survey. Version 1.0. June 14, 2013. NuStats, LLC. Junzmann and Masterman, p.117.
***** ake Tahoe Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan 2010, Use Estimation for Sierra Blvd Class | Bike Trail (Corridor S5, "Y" to Al Tahoe).
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Appendix J - 2 of 5

Transportation Injury Mapping System (TIMS) http://tims.berkeley.edu/tools/bc/maind.php?version=1&PID=20140516...

Benefit / Cost Calculation Result
1. Project Information
Application ID 20140516 - Sierra Blvd Version 1
2. Countermeasures and Crash Data
Crash Data Time Period 01/01/2007 to 12/31/2011 Years 5

- Install sidewalk / pathway (to avoid walking along roadway)

CM Number Project Type Crash Type CRF Life

R37 Ped and Bike Ped & Bike 80 20

Injury - Other Injury - Property Damage
Crash Type Fatality (Death) Severe Injury Total
Visible Complaint of Pain Only
Ped & Bike 0 0 1 2 0 3
Annual Benefit $ 27,008 Cost 52302602 Se e +‘
ov)
Life Benefit $ 540,160 ~BfERatio 0.23 Gl

able
L) cl 1: B

CM Number Project Type Crash Type CRF Life

NS18 Ped and Bike Ped & Bike 35 20

Injury - Other Injury - Property Damage
Crash Type Fatality (Death) Severe Injury Total
Visible Complaint of Pain Only
Ped & Bike 0 0 1 2 0 3
Annual Benefit $11,816 Cost $~1-1-53:-846
Life Benefit $ 236,320 —BfE-Ratie 0:20

» Create directional median openings to allow (and restrict) left-turns and u-turns (NS.1.)

CM Number Project Type Crash Type CRF Life
NS13 Geometric Mod. All 50 20
Injury - Other Injury - Property Damage
Crash Type Fatality (Death) Severe Injury Total
Visible Complaint of Pain Only
All 1 0 3 6 0 10
Annual Benefit $ 451,530 -€ost §1.538,462- €L
Ch\o-"" (1%}
Life Benefit $ 9,030,600 —BfcRatio————5:87— 1
Table

G Ble

3. Benefit Cost Result

Total Benefit § 6.507.060 3
—$-5-000-€ Sca Cc\.\cu\t-.huv\ \a\\ol :
Total Cost , '

B/C Ratio 96—
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Appendix J - 3 of 5

Transportation Injury Mapping System (TIMS)

Benefit / Cost Calculation Result

1. Project Information

http://tims.berkeley.edu/tools/bc/main4.php?version=2&PID=20140518...

Application ID 20140518 Sierra Blvd Version 2
2. Countermeasures and Crash Data
Crash Data Time Period 01/01/2007 to 12/31/2011 Years 5
- Install sidewalk / pathway (to avoid walking along roadway)
CM Number Project Type Crash Type CRF Life
R37 Ped and Bike Ped & Bike 80 20
Injury - Other Injury - Property Damage
Crash Type Fatality (Death) Severe Injury Total
Visible Complaint of Pain Only
Ped & Bike 0 0 1 2 0 3
Annual Benefit $ 27,008 Cost $-1=693:796
Life Benefit $ 540,160 i 2
A\wlHon '\’&ut
« Install bike lanes or Ble
CM Number Project Type Crash Type CRF Life
R36 Ped and Bike Ped & Bike 35 20
Injury - Other Injury - Property Damage
Crash Type Fatality (Death) Severe Injury Total
Visible Complaint of Pain Only
Ped & Bike 0 0 1 2 0 3
Annual Benefit $11,816 €ost $-1-693+790
Life Benefit $ 236,320 B/C-Ratio 0:14
Sec CLXV‘“\.‘O“ ’IKL‘C
- B/c
ced-safety-fea eRSIOAS)— (Vmﬂld}
CM Number Project Type Crash Type CRF Life
NS18 Ped and Bike Ped & Bike 35 20
Injury - Other Injury - Property Damage
Crash Type Fatality (Death) Severe Injury Total
Visible Complaint of Pain Only
Ped & Bike 0 0 1 2 0 3
Annual-Benefit $1+15816 €ost 5156937796
I"C Ranafit. s ZDE 290 B,/I‘ P“ﬁ 0.14

—3—Benrefit-Gost-Resulit—

Totat temefit 01280

<. 0.
E 2 T -

$ L 08132360 ¥
= g

1
Tolal COST

0.20.

C¢(_ Co.l(u'l\.‘,'olﬂv\-'r‘-\lnl C

B/
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Transportation Injury Mapping System (TIMS)

Benefit / Cost Calculation Result

1. Project Information

Application ID Sierra Blvd Lighting

2. Countermeasures and Crash Data

Crash Data Time Period 01/01/2007 to 12/31/2011
» Add segment lighting
CM Number Project Type Crash Type
R1 Lighting Night
Injury - Other
Crash Type Fatality (Death) Severe Injury
Visible
Night 0 0 2
Annual Benefit
Life Benefit
« Add intersection lighting (NS.1.)
CM Number Project Type Crash Type
NS1 Lighting Night
Injury - Other
Crash Type Fatality (Death) Severe Injury
Visible
Night 0 0 2
Annual Benefit
Life Benefit
3. Benefit Cost Result
Total Benefit $ 474,000
Total Cost “—$-5;68+365—

B/C Ratio 0.09

http:/tims.berkeley.edu/tools/bc/maind.php?version=1&PID=Sierra+Bl...

Version 1
Years 5
CRF Life
35 20
Injury - Property Damage
Total
Complaint of Pain Only
0 0 2
$ 11,060 —Cost———52;546;685—
$ 221,200 -B/eRatio—————0:09————
.sc, (A‘Cv /“'*“’"‘—F‘u‘
for Bl
CRF Life
40 20
Injury - Property Damage
Total
Complaint of Pain Only
0 0 2
$ 12,640 Cost $-2:540:685
$ 252,800 B/CRatio 0:10

See (&-(cu &.Jn\/\ IAUC
foi B/e
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Stan Hill

From: Karen Fink <kfink@trpa.org>
Sent: Thursday, May 15, 2014 10:32 AM
To: Stan Hill

Cc: Jim Marino; Ray Jarvis

Subject: Use Estimates for Sierra Blvd
Attachments: Appendix X Use Estimation.doc
Hi Stan,

Here are the use estimates that we derived for the Sierra Blvd Class | Bike Trail. We used the outputs from the general
corridors that were analyzed in the Bike and Pedestrian Use Model, and came up with a methodology for estimating use
on adjacent, smaller corridors, like Sierra Blvd. The attached methodology excerpts a key table and map from the Bike
and Pedestrian Use Model and explains how the estimates are related to that table.

Sierra Blvd Class | Bike Trail

Peak Summer Day 1-Way Trips: 335
Annual Use: 57,888

To get the Annual Use we multiplied the Daily Use by a factor of 172.8. This was developed in the Lake Tahoe Bicycle and
Pedestrian Use Model as the number of days that the trail would be used, assuming that the trail is cleared of snow.
Since Sierra Blvd. is an in-town bike trail, we assumed it would be cleared of snow.

The explanation of how the 335 number was derived is explained in the attached memo. The Sierra Blvd Trail was
considered to be adjacent to Corridor S5, “Y” to Al Tahoe. Feel free to give me a call if you want me to explain the
methodology.

Karen Fink

Senior Transportation Planner

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency/Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization
Phone: 775-589-5204

kfink@trpa.org

www.tahoempo.org
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APPENDIX K

Public Outreach Effort

from the

Lake Tahoe Bicycle & Pedestrian Master Plan

APPENDICIES - SIERRA BOULEVARD BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN TRAIL PROJECT
ATP GRANT APPLICATION — CYCLE 1





2010 Lake Tahoe Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

Appendix L: Comments on Draft Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

This appendix contains a list of contacts made for outreach on the draft plan, as well as
comments collected through the public workshops in October, 2009.

Public Outreach Documentation for 2010 Lake Tahoe Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan as of

June, 2010

Held meetings:

VVVYYVYYVY

Jurisdiction and Stakeholder Meeting, Tahoe City, CA, October 2005
Jurisdiction Meeting, Incline Village, NV, November, 2008

Lake Tahoe Bicycle Coalition (LTBC) Meeting, Stateline, NV, February, 2009
South Shore Public Open House, South Lake Tahoe, CA, October 2009
North Shore Public Open House, Tahoe City, CA, October 2009

Jurisdiction and Stakeholder Meeting, Stateline, NV, February 2010

Attended meetings:

>

vV V VV VYV V¥V

>

Truckee North Tahoe Transportation Management Association/Resort Triangle
Transportation Planning Coalition (TNT-TMA/RTTPC) Sept. 3, 2009

South Shore Transportation Management Association (SSTMA) Sept. 4, 2009
plus subsequent meetings.

Nevada Stateline to Stateline South Demo Public Scoping Meeting, Sept. 10,
2009

Bijou School Cultural Heritage Festival Sept. 21, 2009.

North Lake Tahoe Resort Association Transportation and Infrastructure Meeting,
Sept. 28, 2009.

Pedro Lopez announced and handed out Spanish Survey at the Latino Affairs
Commission meeting October 19", 2009.

Washoe County Citizen’s Advisory Board: Bobb Webb e-mailed the CAB in
November, and is also making an announcement at the February 22™ meeting
that the draft will be available in March.

Emilio Vaca, Executive Director of North Shore Family Resource Center

Handed out or posted postcards:

VVVVVVVYVYYVY

Incline Village Recreation Center

Parasol Foundation

Incline Village Chamber of Commerce

Rude Brothers in SLT

Sprouts in SLT

Alpen Sierrain SLT

AlpenGlow Sports in Tahoe City

Tahoe City Farmer’s Market

Shoreline Sports in Stateline

Tahoe Daily Tribune and Sierra Sun on-line calendars





VVVVVVYY

BlueGO buses

Transportation front counter

TRPA front counter

Forest Service Front counter
TACCD and South Tahoe Chamber
Sports LTD

Lake Tahoe Community College
Tahoe Java

E-mail List:

A\

YV VVVVYVY

Mailing list from Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) list, which was originally
developed from the Public Participation Plan (PPP) list.

Bike to Work, School, Play mailing list

Transportation mailing list

School District contacts, for forwarding to PTAs

Contractors Association of Truckee and Tahoe

TRPA Governing Board, Advisory Planning Committee, Tahoe Transportation
District, Tahoe Transportation Commission

Jan Colyer forwarded to north shore neighborhood associations, fire dept., small
lodging (9/15/09).

Website or Internet postings:

>
>
>

Sierra Sun Blog. (9/15/09)
Tahoe Tribune and Sierra Sun events calendar (9/15/09)
laketahoenews.net. (10/7/09)

Radio, newspaper:

Y VVY

Tahoe Daily Tribune

Sierra Sun

Lake Tahoe News

30-second spot on KTHO and KRLT commute hour.





LAKE TAHOE BICYCLE &
PEDESTRIAN PLAN UPDATE

Help support a more bicycle-friendly Lake Tahoe

Photo Credit: DanThriftPhotography.com

For more information and to find links

to us on Facebook and Twitter visit:

www.lahoeMPO.org

Find uson

Facebook

We want to connect with you. Use
these links or join our e-mail list to learn
about the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan,
input opportunities, and to send us
ideas for improving biking and walking
in Lake Tahoe.

Tahoe TAHOE

Metropolitan REGIONAL

Planning PLANNING
— anizati AGENCY

Organization






LAKE TAHOE BicycLE AND PEDESTRIAN PLAN
UPDATE WILL INCLUDE;

&

Proposed new bikeways and sidewalks
Complete Streets policies

Increased focus on maintenance
Education and outreach programs
Project prioritization

¥ & & & &

Your new ideas

WE VALUE YOUR INPUT!

Join us at our open houses to see proposed plans
and provide feedback:

South Shore Open House North Shore Open House

South Lake Tahoe Senior Center  TCPUD Administrative Board Room
3050 Lake Tahoe Blvd 221 Fairway Drive

South Lake Tahoe, CA Tahoe City, CA

Monday, October 19, 2009 Thursday, October 22, 2009

2:30 - 8:30 pm 2:30 - 8:30 pm

CONTACT:

Karen Fink

PO Box 5310

Stateline, NV 89449
kfink@trpa.org - 775-589-5204

@ Printed on Recycled Stock





AcTuALIZACION DEL PLAN PARA
CicLisTASs Y PEATONES DE LAKE TAHOE

Ayudenos a promover un Lake Tahoe mas amigo de las bicicletas.

Photo Credit: DanThriftPhotography.com

Para obtener mds informacidn y para

encontrar nuestros enlaces a Facebook y
Twitter, por favor visite:

www.TahoeMPO.org

Find uson

Facebook

Queremos ponernos en contacto con usted.
Use estos enlaces o higase parte de nuestra
lista de correos electrénicos para conocer mas
sobre el Plan de Ciclistas y Peatones, encuestas
relacionadas, y para que pueda enviarnos sus
ideas sobre cémo mejorar el ciclismo y las

caminatas en Lake Tahoe.

Tahoe TAHOE

Metropolitan REGIONAL

Planning PLANNING
“#7F Organization AGENCY






LA ActuALizAciON DEL PLAN PARA CicLISTAS
Y PEATONES DE LAKE TAHOE INCLUYE:

&

& & & & &

Sus nuevas ideas

Priorizacién de proyectos

Propuesta de nuevos carriles para bicicletas y aceras
Completar la Politica de Calles
Mayor enfoque en el mantenimiento

Educacién y programas de divulgacién

IVALORAMOS SU OPINION!

Unete a nosotros en nuestras casas abiertas para ver los
planes propuestos y darnos tu opinién:

South Shore Open House
South Lake Tahoe Senior Center
3050 Lake Tahoe Blvd

South Lake Tahoe, CA

Lunes, 19 de octubre 2009

2:30 - 8:30 pm

Se habla espariol

North Shore Open House
TCPUD Administrative Board Room
221 Fairway Drive

Tahoe City, CA

Jueves, 22 de octubre del 2009
2:30 - 8:30 pm

CoNTACTO:

Karen Fink

PO Box 5310

Stateline, NV 89449
kfink@trpa.org + 775-589-5204





APPENDIX L
City of South Lake Tahoe Demographic Information

® State of California Median Household Income
® (City of South Lake Tahoe Median Household Income
® City of South Lake Tahoe Percent of Population Below Poverty Level
® District 3 — Free and Reduced Price Meals Listing

® Census of South Tahoe Population (2010)
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APPENDIX M
to

Lake Tahoe Bicycle & Pedestrian Master Plan

e Online Link Web Address
http://www.tahoempo.org/bikeplan_update.aspx

e Master Plan Detail in Project Area

APPENDICES - SIERRA BOULEVARD BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN TRAIL PROJECT
ATP GRANT APPLICATION — CYCLE 3
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APPENDIX N

Project Programming Request (PPR) Form

APPENDICES - SIERRA BOULEVARD BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN TRAIL PROJECT
ATP GRANT APPLICATION — CYCLE 3





APPENDIX O

Prioritization Project List Summary, Table — 20

from the

Lake Tahoe B/P Master Plan

APPENDICES - SIERRA BOULEVARD BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN TRAIL PROJECT
ATP GRANT APPLICATION — CYCLE 3





MILES  {COST_PER_MIL] PRIORITIZATIO
EIP#/Caltrans EA#{CLASS LOCATION OWNERSHIP NAME FROM TO PROJECT_TYPE (1) E (5) TOTAL_COST STATUS N_SCORE
HIGHEST PRIORITY "DESIGN-LEVEL" PROJECTS (6) ]
1003 3}C-1/SHARED USE PATH CITY OF SOUTH TAKE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE US HWY 50-EL DORADO BEACH TRAIL FSKIRUN BLVD EL DORADO BEACH Design-Level 0.69%  $2,000,000! $1,387, 449FINAL DESIGN 700
7635C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACER COUNTY TCPUD TAKESIDE TRAIL PHASES V, Vi, Vil GROVE STREET {STATE ROUTE 28 Design-Level .10} $4,462,209 $4,908,430iPERMIT APPROVED 700
C-1/SHARED USE PATH CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE HARRISON AVE TAKEVIEW AVE [0S ANGELES AVE Design-Level 0.28t  $2,000,000 $566,3 123PRELIMINARY PLANNING 50
777§C-1/SHARED USE PATH DOUGLAS COUNTY DOUGLAS COUNTY NV STATELINE 7O STATELINE BIKEWAY KAHLE DRIVE LAKE PARKWAY iDesign-Level 0.89 2,000,000 1,772,420iENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 88
C-1/SHARED USE PATH DOUGLAS COUNTY DOUGLAS COUNTY NV STATELINE TO STATELINE BIKEWAY SOUTH DEMO __ SELK'S POINT ROAD KAHLE DRIVE iDesign-Level 0.62 2,000,000 1,231,917 13ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 83
769§C-1/SHARED USE PATH DOUGLAS COUNTY DOUGLAS COUNTY NV STATELINE TO STATELINE BIKEWAY SOUTH DEMO __ tROUND HILL PINES BEACH ELK'S POINT ROAD Design-Level 0.75 2,000,000 1,490,57 5iENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 83
NA/03-2A920  FC-2/BIKE LANE PLACER COUNTY CALTRANS STATE ROUTE 89-HOMEWOOD FAWN STREET CHERRY STREET Design-Level 0.82 $50,000 $41,141i95% DESIGN 83
Y53 DESIGN-CI'NEEDS 10
NA/03-1A842  fC-2/BIKE LANE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CALTRANS STATE ROUTE 89-EMERALD BAY ROAD SOUTH TAHOE "Y" SO. LAKE TAHOE CITY LIMITS _ $Design-Level 1.36 $5,000 $6,791BE REINSTATED HERE 80
761 FC-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACER COUNTY NTPUD NORTH 1AHOE BIKE PATH DOLLAR HILL NORTH TAHOE REGIONAL PARK tDesign-Level 8.00%  $2,000,000 $16,000,000;ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 80
PED PLACER COUNTY PLACER COUNTY BEAR STREET FTATE ROUTE 28 TROUT AVE Design-Level 0.06 $317,000 $18,489iENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 79
PED PLACER COUNTY PLACER COUNTY DEER STREET STATE ROUTE 28 PAST TROUT AVE Design-Level 0.04 $317,000 $12,083iENVIRONMENT AL REVIEW 79
787}C-2/BIKE LANE PLACER COUNTY CALTRANS/PLACER COUNTY LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP - STATE ROUTE 28 CSR 267 CHIPMUNK STREET Design-Leve 0.93 $5,000 $4,6321ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 77
PED CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE US HWY 50 STATELINE RD PARK AVE Design-Leve 0.28}  $8,000,000 $2,266,4061IN CONSTRUCTION--HELD UP 75
77 7EC-1/SHARED USE PATH DOUGLAS COUNTY DOUGLAS COUNTY LAKE PARKWAY WEST (LOOP ROAD, NV 559 US HWY 50 ISTATELINE AVE Design-Leve 0.44¢  $2,000,000 $881,22 3;ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 75
PED PLACER COUNTY PLACER COUNTY COON STREET. STATE ROUTE 28 DOLLY VARDEN AVE iDesign-Leve 0.39 $317,000 $122,595ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 74
PED PLACER COUNTY PLACER COUNTY FOX STREET {STATE ROUTE 28 RAINBOW AVE Design-Level 0.21 $317,000 $66,131IENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 74
C-3/BIKE ROUTE PLACER COUNTY PLACER COUNTY [AKE FOREST ROAD POMIN PARK SKYLANDIA PARK Design-Level 0.62 5,000 $3,0784IN CONSTRUCTION 09_11 74
PED PLACER COUNTY PLACER COUNTY ISECLINE STREET STATE ROUTE 28 STEELHEAD AVE Design-Level 0.16 $317,000 $51,017iENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 74
PED PLACER COUNTY PLACER COUNTY STEELHEAD AVE DEER STREET FOX STREET Design-Level 0.41 $317,000 $130,871iENVIRONMENT AL REVIEW 74
C-2/BIKE LANE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CALTRANS USHWY 50 (PM 75.4777.3) TROUT CREEK SOUTH TAHOE "V" Design-Level 1.89 4,000,000 7.573,0671609% DESIGN 70
PED PLACER COUNTY PLACER COUNTY STATE ROUTE 28 STATE ROUTE 267 CHIPMUNK STREET Design-Level 0.89% _$2,500,000 2,217,179iENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 70
C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACER COUNTY TCPUD HOMEWOOD MULTI-USE TRAIL FAWN STREET CHERRY STREET Design-Level 0.85 2,474,462 2,103,2931PRELIMINARY PLANNING 70
C-1/SHARED USE PATH CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CALIFORNIA TAHOE CONSERVANCY SOUTH TAHOE GREENWAY SKI RUN BLVD {SIERRA TRACT Design-Leve 1.50f  $2,500,000 3,751,598iENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 69
C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACER COUNTY PLACER COUNTY LAKE FOREST ROAD {SKYLANDIA PARK - STATE ROUTE 28 Design-Leve 0.18 1,000,000 $184,199{IN CONSTRUCTION 69
C-17SHARED USE PATH CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CALIFORNIA TAHOE CONSERVANCY SOUTH TAHOE GREENWAY VAN SICKLE STATE PARK SKi RUN BLVD Design-Leve| 1.33}  $2,500,000 3,327,520iENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 68
C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACER COUNTY TCPUD LAKESIDE TRAIL PHASE 2C MACKINAW RD COMMONS BEACH Design-Level 0.30f $10,000,000 3,000,000iENVIRONMENT AL REVIEW 65
PED CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE PIONEER TRAIL SHEPHARDS ROAD US HWY 50 Design-Level 0.37% _$4,000,000 1,487,399:PRELIMINARY PLANNING 65
PED PLACER COUNTY TCPUD FANNY BRIDGE PEDES T RIAN/BICYCLE IMPROVEMENTS  §1AHOE TAVERN ROAD MACKINAW RD Design-Level 0.61 1,200,000 $735,4881ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 65
NA703-1A733  FC-2/BIKE LANE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 1AHOE CALTRANS US AWY 50 (PM 77.3/79.3) ¥SKI RUN BLVD TROUT CREEK Design-Level 1.95 9,000,000 $17,501,210§95% DESIGN 63
736/10034 C-1/SHARED USE PATH EL DORADO COUNTY EL DORADO COUNTY SAWMILL 2 PATH US HWY 50 LAKE TAHOE BLVD Design-Level 1.86§  $2,000,000 $3,710,012iFINAL DESIGN 63
C-1/SHARED USE PATH WASHOE COUNTY NDOT NV STATELINE TO STATELINE BIKEWAY STATELINE ROAD LAKESHORE DRIVE (WEST) Design-Level 2.15 4,000,000 $8,583,035:PRELIMINARY PLANNING 63
US'HWY 36 AND 3R89
749/03-1A841 _ [C-2/BIKE LANE EL DORADO COUNTY CALTRANS STATE ROUTE 89-MEYERS INTERSECTION PORTAL DRIVE Design-Level 2.50 $500,000 $1,249,675iN CONSTRUCTION 60
PED CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE US HWY 50 PHASE | TROUT CREEK 1SKI RUN BLVD Design-Level 1.44} _ $8,000,000 $11,519,2413FINAL DESIGN 60
PED CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE US HWY 50 PHASE I FOURTH STREET TROUT CREEK Design-Level 2.14}  $8,000,000 $17,107,3263FINAL DESIGN 60
[AKE FOREST CAMPGROUND
C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACER COUNTY PLACER COUNTY LAKE FOREST RD EXISTING BIKE PATH ENTRANCE Design-Level 0.11¢§ $1,000,000 $106,900iFINAL DESIGN 59
C-1/SHARED USE PATH CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE SIERRA BLVD US HWY 50 BARBARA AVE Design-Level 0.50 7000000 $500,000;ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 58
PED CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE US HWY 50 PHASE 1l SOUTH TAHOE "Y" FOURTH STREET Design-Level 0.24%  $8,000,000 $7,043,245iFINAL DESIGN 58
ECDORAGE COUNTYZCITY OF SOUTH
752§C-1/SHARED USE PATH LAKE TAHOE CALIFORNIA TAHOE CONSERVANCY SOUTH TAHOE GREENWAY SIERRA TRACT MEYERS Design-Leve 5.67¢ $2,500,000 $14,187,302{ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 55
8473C-1/SHARED USE PATH WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY NV STATELINE TO STATELINE BIKEWAY HINCLINE VILLAGE {SAND HARBOR iDesign-Leve 2.49¢  $8,000,000 $19,941,8991PRELIMINARY PLANNING 55
NA703-1A844  F5/SCENIC BIKE LOOP EL DORADO COUNTY CALTRANS LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP (PM 18.0/24.9) EMERALD BAY MEEKS BAY iDesign-Leve 7.35 $500,000 3,673,878195% DESIGN 47
NA703-2A021  §C-2/BIKE LANE PLACER COUNTY CALTRANS STATE ROUTE 89-TAHOE CITY TAHOE GITY V" BASIN BOUNDARY. Design-Leve 3.46 $500,000 1,730,42 73N CONSTRUCTION 45
CITY OF SOUTHTARE TARGE CITY
5/SCENIC BIKE LOOP EL DORADO COUNTY CALTRANS LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP LIMITS CAMP RICHARDSON Design-Level 1.70 1,000,000 1,702,159i95% DESIGN 43
C-1/SHARED USE PATH EL DORADO COUNTY TCPUD WEST SHORE BIKE 1RAIL EXTENSION MEEKS BAY ‘?UGAR PINE POINT STATE PARK Design-Level 0.70f  $3,000,000 2,099,8441PRELIMIINARY PLANNING 43
10036C-1/SHARED USE PATH EL DORADO COUNTY EL DORADO COUNTY [AKE TAHOE BLVD D STREET BOULDER MOUNTAIN DRIVE Design-Level 1,92 2,000,000 3,846,369{PRELIMINARY PLANNING 40
; $Tea833.501

Table 20: Prioritized Project List, Design-Level Projects.

Notes:

1) Mileage is calculated from GIS, not mileposts.  2) From Caltrans SWITRS and Nevada Highway Patrol Databases.  3) Based on the Bike Trail User Model  4) Based on a survey of other regions with snow (172.8 for cleared facilities; 146.5 for non-cleared)
(See Bike Trail User Model Tab TK)  5) Costs for Caltrans projects use the “Conceptual Unit Cost Estimates”. Since these projects are constructed concurrently with water quality work, actual costs may differ. 6) Any prioritization is dependent on funding, right-of-way availability,
and other issues, and the order in which projects are actually completed is based on a variety of factorsz) For full list of project scoring, see web version at www.tahoempo.org.





MILES  {COST_PER_MIL PRIORITIZATIO
EIP#/Caltrans EA#ECLASS LOCATION OWNERSHIP NAME FROM TO PROJECT_TYPE 1) E (5) TOTAL_COST STATUS N_SCORE
NEIGHEST PRIORITY "PLANNING-LEVEL" PROJECTS (8)
10042/NA C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACER COUNTY/EL DORADO COUNTY §TCPUD WEST SHORE TRAIL IMPROVEMENTS SR 28/89 EMERALD BAY Planning-level 12.10§  $1,000,000! $12,100,000 90
C-1/SHARED USE PATH CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE U3 AWY 50 EXISTING LINEAR PARK 1RAIL PARK AVE Planning-level 0.08}  $4,000,000 $320,000 83
C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACER COUNTY TCPUD/CALTRANS TRUCKEE RIVER TRAIL WIDENING TAHOE CITY {SQUAW VALLEY Planning-level 2.50 $750,000 $7,875,000 70
C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACER COUNTY TCPUD/CAL TRANS SUNNYSIDE 10 SEQUOIA 1RAIL SUNNYSIDE RESORT LOWER SEQUOIA/SR 89 Planning-level 0.65} . $1,500,000! $975,000 65
NA/03-1A734  $C-2/BIKE LANE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CALTRANS USHWY 50 (PM 79.3/80.4) STATELINE RD SKI RUN BLVD Planning-level 1.15f _ $8,000,000 $9,185,518 65
TOYON RD/CONNECTION WIiTH EXISTING FORES T SERVICE
C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACER COUNTY PLACER COUNTY NATIONAL AVENUE EAST SIDE PROPOSED NTPUD PATH PATHS Planning-level 0.24f $2,000,000! $480,000 65
C-1/SHARED USE PATH WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY. STATE ROUTE 28 (NORTH SIDE) PRESTON FIELD NORTHWOOD BLVD Planning-level 0.30}  $2,000,000 $591,559 63
SOUTH TARE TAHOE BIKE PATH S
C-1/SHARED USE PATH CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE PONDEROSA/SUSSEX CONNECTOR TO SIERRA TRACT US HWY 50 PONDEROSA SECTION Planning-level 0.07} _$2,000,000! $132,849 60
C-2/BIKE LANE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE GLENWOOD AVE BLACKWOOD RD FAIRWAY DR Planning-level 0.25 $500,000 $125,818 58
C-1/SHARED USE PATH DOUGLAS COUNTY DOUGLAS COUNTY KINGSBURY CONNECTOR VAN SICKLE STATE PARK MARKET SIREE] Planning-level 0.77¢ . $2,000,000 §7,545,217 58
C-3/BIKE ROUTE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE FAIRWAY AVE GLENWOOD WAY BLACKWOOD RD Planning-level 0.14 $5,000 $700 55
77 8EPED DOUGLAS COUNTY DOUGLAS COUNTY {STATELINE BLVD/CASINO CORE US HWY 50 LAKESHORE BLVD Planning-level 0.41} $1,000,000 $410,000 55
C-1/SHARED USE PATH WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY OLD MT ROSE HWY DIRT PARKING LOT. BASIN BOUNDARY Planning-ievel 2.54}  $1,000,000 $2,542,848 55
C-1/MULTI-USE PATH EL DORADO COUNTY USFS POPE/BALDWIN PA T H--UPGRADE T5TH STREET SPRING GREEK Planning-level 3.30 $750,000 $2,475,000 5%
C-1/SHARED USE PATH CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE TROUT, CREEK BRIDGE REPAIR TULARE MACKINAW Planning-level 0.05f _ $2,000,000! $100,000 53
C-17SHARED USE PATH CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE UPPER TRUCKEE BRIDGE REPAIR PONDEROSA STREET ELOISE AVE Blanning-level 0.05 2,000,000 $700,000 53
C-1/SHARED USE PATH CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE JAMES CONNEGTOR JAMES AVE EXISTING BIKE PATH Blanning-level 0.03} . $2,000,000. $67,916 53
U5 AWY 507END OF TINEAR
10037§C-1/SHARED USE PATH CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE PARK AVE (WEST) PINE BLVD PARK TRAIL Planning-level 0.21 $500,000 $103,034 53
CITY OF SOUTH TAKE TAHOE
C-1/SHARED USE PATH CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE US HWY 50 H STREET CITY LIMITS Planning-level 0.44} $2,000,000! $884,390 53
STATE ROUTE 207/KINGSBURY
C-3/BIKE ROUTE DOUGLAS COUNTY DOUGLAS COUNTY MARKET STREET PROPOSED SHARED USE PATH GRADE Planning-level 0.19 $5,000 $951 53
- CITY OF SOUTH TARE TARGE CITY
C-1/SHARED USE PATH EL DORADO COUNTY EL DORADO COUNTY US HWY 50 LIMITS SAWMILL BLVD Planning-level 1.31}  $2,000,000 $2,628,184 53
C-3/BIKE ROUTE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE SOUTH AVE MELBA DRIVE THIRD STREET. Planning-level 0.25 5,000 $7,268 52
C-3/BIKE ROUTE DOUGLAS COUNTY DOUGLAS COUNTY JROUND HILL BIKE PATH CONNECTOR 2 ROUND HILL BIKE PATH MCFAUL WAY Planning-level 0.07 5,000 $348 52
C-3/BIKE ROUTE EL DORADO COUNTY EL DORADO COUNTY MEADOW VALE/SOUTHERN PINES US HWY 50 PIONEER 1RAIL Planning-level 1.23 5,000 $6,130 52
76015/ SCENIC BIKE LOOP WASHOE COUNTY. NDOT AKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP - STATE ROUTE 28 ISTATELINE ROAD [AKESHORE BLVD (WEST) Planning-level 2.30 5000 $11,508 52
C-3/BIKE ROUTE CiTY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE VENICE DRIVE TAHOE KEYS BLVD T5TH STREET Planning-level 0.88 $500,000 $440,471 50
E’ﬂ( INGSBURY GRADE (3TATE ROUTE
781iPED DOUGLAS COUNTY DOUGLAS COUNTY US HWY 50 207) LAKE PARKWAY (LOOP ROAD) _Planning-level 0.25 $400,000 $100,860 50
C-3/BIKE ROUTE EL DORADO COUNTY EL DORADO GOUNTY BLTTZEN RD STATE ROUTE B9 NEAR MEVERS — JSANTA CLAUSE DR Planning-level 7.53 $5,000 $7,661 50
TOTAL i 33.30 §37,212,232

Table 20: Prioritized Project List, Planning-Level Projects
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Tahoe Region Bicycle and Pedestrian Use Models

User Instructions
September 30, 2009

As part of the Tahoe Basin Bicycle / Pedestrian Master Plan, LSC Transportation Consultants, Inc.
with assistance from Alta Planning has developed linked bicycle and pedestrian use level estimation
models for travel corridors in the Tahoe Region. This model is based upon observed facility use
levels in the Tahoe Region, data regarding the characteristics of individual facility users, as well as
demographic and travel data for the Tahoe region. Note that this model is for relatively urban or
inter-community travel corridors, and is not applicable to mountain bike trails.

Use models for both bicycle and pedestrian modes have been developed (other users, such as
rollerbladers, are included as pedestrians). Due to the lack of data, bicycle use levels is only
estimated for Class I/shared use path and Class II/bike lane facilities, and pedestrian use levels for
Class I facilities. Overall, this model identifies the maximum feasible use level along a specific travel
corridor assuming a “perfect” condition, and then applies a series of reductions that reflect factors
(grade, continuity, congestion, etc.) that would reduce the actual use level from the maximum
feasible level.

This memo presents straightforward instructions regarding how to use the model. It is intended to
be used with a spreadsheet (“TRPA Region Bike Ped Simplified Model.xls”). If the analyst desires
additional understanding as to the model methodology, please refer to a separate memo entitled
“Tahoe Region Bicycle and Pedestrian Use Models” (LSC Transportation Consultants, Inc.
September 28, 2009) available from either LSC or the TRPA.

Using the Models

The single page to be used by the analyst summarizing the models is shown in Table A. The boxes
indicate data that the analyst will need to enter. The analysis should be conducted in the following
steps:

1. Using the attached Figure A, identify the corridor in which your facility is located. (If you
want to consider either a longer facility comprising two or more of these corridors or a
specific sub-section of a corridor, please refer to the “Tahoe Region Bicycle and Pedestrian
Use Models” memo.)

2. From Table B, identify the values for visitor and resident bike-to-trail maximum feasible
demand for the specific corridor, and enter them in Table A.
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3. The potential demand for persons driving to the trail depends on whether you are
evaluating an existing facility, or a potential new facility. If your corridor is already served
by a Class I/shared use path facility, enter 480 in Cell F19 and 135 in Cell F29. If a potential
new facility, enter 240 in Cell F19 and 41 in Cell F29.

4. From Table C, identify the values for visitor and resident walk-to-trail maximum feasible
demand for the specific corridor, and enter them in Table A.

5. Starting from the trail usage generated by a “perfect” trail, identify the reduction in usage
expected to occur based on the various factors, for each user type, as presented in Table D.
(A “perfect” trail is Class I/shared use path, continual, no street crossings, flat, great
maintenance, through an area with high recreation al value (woods, meadows, shoreline),
and no trail congestion.) If a specific characteristic of a particular facility lies between (or
beyond) the categories shown in Table D, the analyst is encouraged to use these values as a
guide in estimating more appropriate values. Enter these volumes in the “Use Factor” boxes
in Table A.1

6. After entering these values, the spreadsheet will calculate the daily use estimates for both
bicyclists and pedestrians. (If a use estimate for only one mode is desired, zeros should be
entered in the “Maximum Feasible Demand” column for the other mode).

7. Peak-hour use volumes can then be estimated by applying a peak-hour-to-daily factor. An
evaluation of existing Tahoe facility peak hour and daily use levels indicates that this factor
averages 0.153 for Class I /shared use path facilities (indicating that 15.3 percent of total
daily use occurs during the peak hour) and 0.096 for Class II/bike lane facilities. The
appropriate value should be entered into the “Peak Hour Factor” column of Table A.

8. Total annual use estimates can also be generated by applying an annual-to-daily factor. For
existing Tahoe facilities, these factors were calculated to equal 172.8 for facilities
maintained year-round (i.e., cleared of snow and ice) and 146.5 for facilities without
snow/ice removal (which are the large majority of Tahoe facilities). The appropriate value
should be entered into the “Annual / Daily Factor” column of Table A.

9. The resulting figures shown in the bottom line of Table A should be considered to be
reasonable planning-level use estimates for total users at the location of highest use, barring
special conditions. One such condition that may occur is reduction in use due to an effective
restriction on parking availability. If an effective, enforced parking capacity is put in place
at a specific location, the degree to which this caps the drive-to-facility use numbers can be
calculated as follows:

Maximum Daily Drive-to-Facility Use =
Parking Capacity (# of vehicles) X
Average Vehicle Occupancy (persons per vehicle) X
Turnover Rate (# vehicles per space per day)

' You may need to make an initial estimate of the hourly number of trail users as a basis for the “congestion” factor,
and then revise this estimate based upon the results of the analysis.

e Page F-2
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Average vehicle occupancy, per TCORP surveys, averages 2.1 persons per car for bicyclists
and 2.5 for pedestrians. Turnover rates for more remote areas (such as the East Shore
where visitors tend to stay for the day) have been observed to be roughly 1.33, while more
“urban” recreational areas have a turnover rate of approximately 2.5. If the resulting value
is less than the total daily bicyclist and pedestrian drive-to-trail use estimate, the daily use
estimate should be reduced in the spreadsheet to reflect this cap (total of bicyclists plus
pedestrians).

10. Finally, it is important to note that the model estimates total use at a single peak location
along each segment. Particularly over the course of a long segment with multiple trip
generators along its length, the total number of individual users over the entire corridor can
be substantially higher. A simple equation to estimate total corridor use is as follows:

Total Corridor Use =
Use at Peak Location X
(Total Corridor Length (miles) / Average Trip Length (miles)) X
(1 + Ratio of Use at Lowest Location to Use at Peak Location) / 2

Regionwide TCORP one-way trip length was found to average 2.4 miles for bicycling and 1.5
miles for walking, with detailed values for individual facilities presented in Table C of the
Impacts Memo.

As an example, consider a corridor 7.2 miles in length with an average trip length of 2.4
miles, a peak location use estimate of 1,000 bicyclists per day and an estimated use level at
the location of lowest use that is 50 percent of that at the peak location. Total bicycle use
throughout this facility would be calculated as follows:

Total Corridor Daily Bicycle Use =1,000X(72/24)X(1+050)/2
=1,000X3.0X15/2
= 2,250 bicyclists per day

Discussion of Error

Considering both the variation in day-to-day observed trail use and the accuracy of the models
when compared to counts, a reasonable error range for any one corridor is considered to be 25
percent for the bicycle model and +35 percent for the pedestrian model. These ranges are reflected
in Table A.

Modifications to the Model
The model can be modified to consider longer segments (combining two or more corridors) or to

consider shorter segments. The user is encouraged to refer to the “Tahoe Region Bicycle and
Pedestrian Use Models” memo for discussion regarding these modifications (available on the TIIMS

website: www.tiiims.org).
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TABLE B: Potential Bicycling Demand

At Location of Peak Demand in Corridor, Excluding Bicyclists Driving to Trail

1-Way Cyclist Trips --
Peak Summer Day

Resident Visitor

Bike to Bike to

Corridor Facility Facility
E1 Incline to Sand Harbor 1,370 1,260
E2 Sand Harbor to Round Hill 250 300
E3 Round Hill to Stateline 390 2,130
E4  Kingsbury Grade 840 2,650
N1 Truckee River Corridor 172 258
N2 Tahoe City to Dollar Hill 570 390
N3  Dollar Hill to Kings Beach 650 330
N4  Kings Beach to Brockway Summit 280 150
N5 Kings Beach to Crystal Bay 410 210
N6 Crystal Bay to Incline 1,140 620
N7 Incline to Mt. Rose 1,220 960
S1  Pioneer Trail Corridor - Stateline to Ski Run 950 4,510
S2  Pioneer Trail Corridor - Ski Run to Trout Creek 360 140
S3 Pioneer Trail Corridor - Trout Creek to Meyers 380 40
S4  Meyers to South Y 600 180
S5 South Y to Al Tahoe 1,390 470
S6 Al Tahoe to Ski Run 480 420
S7 US 50 Corridor - Ski Run to Stateline 1,370 3,550
S8 South Y to Meyers via Tahoe Paradise 730 150
S9 SouthY to Spring Creek 710 470
W1 Tahoe City to Meeks Bay 600 420
W2 Meeks Bay to Spring Creek 0 60
TOTAL REGIONWIDE 14,862 19,668
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TABLE C: Potential Walking Demand

At Location of Peak Demand in Corridor, Excluding Pedestrians Driving to Trail

1-Way Pedestrian Trips -
- Peak Summer Day

Non-Driver Non Driver

Corridor Resident Visitor
E1 Incline to Sand Harbor 750 160
E2 Sand Harbor to Round Hill 110 90
E3 Round Hill to Stateline 140 370
E4  Kingsbury Grade 120 240
N1  Truckee River Corridor 20 30
N2  Tahoe City to Dollar Hill 80 100
N3  Dollar Hill to Kings Beach 170 130
N4  Kings Beach to Brockway Summit 100 50
N5 Kings Beach to Crystal Bay 110 80
N6 Crystal Bay to Incline 180 180
N7 Incline to Mt. Rose 210 170
S1  Pioneer Trail Corridor - Stateline to Ski Run 130 580
S2  Pioneer Trail Corridor - Ski Run to Trout Creek 220 100
S3  Pioneer Trail Corridor - Trout Creek to Meyers 270 90
S4  Meyers to South Y 260 100
S5 South Y to Al Tahoe 350 140
S6 Al Tahoe to Ski Run 220 240
S7 US 50 Corridor - Ski Run to Stateline 190 710
S8 South Y to Meyers via Tahoe Paradise 290 100
S9  South Y to Spring Creek 260 140
W1 Tahoe City to Meeks Bay 120 180
W2 Meeks Bay to Spring Creek 0 50
TOTAL REGIONWIDE 4,300 4,030
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For use in Tahoe Basin Bicycle Pedestrian Master Plan

TABLE D: Bicycle/Pedestrian Facility Use Factors

Starting from the trail usage that would occur from a "perfect” non-motorized facility (Class |, continual, no street crossings,
flat, great maintenance, through an area with high recreational value (woods, shoreline), no trail congestion), the following
reductions in usage would be eliminated based upon the following factors, for each user type.

Bicyclists Pedestrian
Residents| Visitors Residents| Visitors
Biking Biking | Bicyclists | Walking | Walking | Walkers
from from Driving to from from Driving to
Home Lodging | Facility Home Lodging | Facility
Class 1, attaining AASHTO standards 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Facility Class|Class 2, attaining standards for lane width 35% 55% 85% Note 1 Note 1 Note 1
\(l:;?j; :s on street with acceptable width and traffic Note 2 Note 2 Note 2 Note 1 Note 1 Note 1
Fiat or only short sections of gentle grade <4% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
0/, _Q0, A
Grade hGur:greesdo; a4r g,sa %, extending for no more than a few 10% 30% 30% 10% 30% 30%
Long sections of sustained maximum AASHTO grade, - o
with total elevation change exceeding 300 feet 0% 60% 5% 2% % 7%
No breaks in trail or cross streets 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Infrequent crossings of low volume residential streets 5 5
and driveways (<4 per mile) L% 04 % 0% ok Gk
Frequent crossing of low volume residential streets 5 & = 5 8 o
Facility and driveways (>4 per mile) 0% 0% 15% 4% L 16%
Continuity | ynprotected crossing of busy (ADT > 10,000) street
’ 0 0/ 0, 0, ()
(including crossings with striped crosswalk only) =% 29% 40% 7 i 85%
fsri:tne:ltzzrﬂ :’rsﬁjlangoz:)busy (ADT >10,000) street 14% 16% 18% 5% 10% 10%
Breaks in facility continuity requiring travel along state o o, o 0 0
highway or other busy street. o - - 36% 48% 54%
High -- No sand on trail or pavement deformities 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Maintenance zﬁae:::;r:a—zacrgndmon is an inconvenience, but not a 1% 10% 10% 5% 5% 5%
Poor -- Trail condition reduces safe travel speed 43% 41% 52% 8% 7% 7%
High -- Shoreline, river corridor, dense woods 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
R ional
V:fu':am’"a Medium - Scenery mixed with urban uses 9% 18% 30% 9% 24% 28%
Low - Urban corridor 21% 33% 75% 15% 36% 51%
None -- LOS A (< 40 passing events per hour) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Trail Low -- LOS B or C (40 to 100 passing events per hour)] 13% 6% 4% 10% 5% 5%
Congestion
(Note 2) Fh;i;d:;::? —LOS D or E (100 to 195 passing events 26% 10% 8% 23% 8% 13%
High - LOS F (>195 passing events per hour) 40% 19% 15% 30% 8% 8%

Note 1: Pedestrian demand only evaluated for Class I facilities.
Note 2: Bicyclist demand only evaluated for Class | and il facilities.
Note 3: See Highway Capacity Manual 2000 Chapter 19: Bicycle Methodology. For example, 40 passenger events per hour reflects that
an individual user would overtake, be overtaken, or be passed in the opposing direction by 40 other individuals over the course of an hour
(or 1 every 1.5 minutes).
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2007-2011 Collision Study Corridor

TIMS - UC Berkeley
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APPENDIX R

Project Boundary, Access and Destinations

APPENDICES - SIERRA BOULEVARD BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN TRAIL PROJECT
ATP GRANT APPLICATION — CYCLE 3





/\.

120°00°48"W 38°57°13"N elev 1897.00m, eye alt 3.02 km

Department of City of South Lake Tahoe
PUblic works = Sierra BIVd ic Friedlander
Engineering Division Project Boundary, Access and Destinations
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APPENDIX S

Safe Routes to School Connectivity

Bijou Community School

Tahoe Valley Elementary School
Sierra House Elementary School
South Tahoe Middle School
Lake Tahoe Community College

O O O O O

APPENDICES - SIERRA BOULEVARD BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN TRAIL PROJECT
ATP GRANT APPLICATION — CYCLE 3





Safe Routes to School—Bijou Community School

3501 Spruce Ave, South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150
Enrollment: 607 Students K-5

contact information: 530-543-2337
Email: sashmore@ltusd.org

Distance Driving: 3.7 Miles

Distance Walking via Greenway and Sierra Blvd Complete Street: 1.98 mi.
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Safe Routes to School—Tahoe Valley Elementary School

943 Tahoe Island Drive, South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150
Enrollment: 476 Students K-5

contact information:

School phone: 530-543-2350
Email: sashmore@ltusd.org

Driving Distance = 2.0 miles Biking/Walking Distance = 1.64 miles
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Safe Routes to School—Sierra House Elementary

1709 Remington Trail, South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150

Enrollment: 512 Students K-5

contact information:

School phone: 530-543-2327
Email: sashmore@ltusd.org

Driving Distance = 1.8 miles

Bicycle/Walking Distance = 1.8 with 0.6 miles on Class 1 Bike Trail
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Safe Routes to School—

South Tahoe Middle School

2940 Lake Tahoe Blvd, South Lake Tahoe, CA
96150

Enrollment: 846 Students 6-8

contact information:
School phone: Phone 530-541-6404

Email: sashmore@Itusd.org

Active Transportation Route via Sierra Complete
Street and Greenway Trail = 1.72 mi.

Active Transportation Route via Sierra Complete
Street and CSLT Bike Path = 1.14 mi.

CSLT Bike Trial
1.14 mi
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LTUSD Enrollment Data:

Lake Tahoe Unified Report

(Mote: Data for uncertified district schools will not be included in the district reports however, Independent Reporing Charters that have
cerified will be displayed on the district report even if the autharizing District has not certified their data.)

Code

K

Grade Grade Grade | Grade Grade Grade Grade Grade|Ungr(Grade Grade|Grade Grade Ungr Total

L

2

3

4

5

G

T

8

Elem

9

10

11

Adults in
K-12

12 | Sec Enroll Program

Bijou Community 6005540(108[ 106 103 111 a4 a5 ] ] ] ] ] ] ] ] 0| 607 ]
Lake Tahoe Environmental Science Maagnet/0110155| &8 65 65 Ga G4 63 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o 393 0
It. Tallac High 0o3o040( 0 ] ] ] ] ] ] ] ] ] 1 17 28 52 ] ag ]
District Mon-Fublic Non-Sectarian Schoaols (0000001 0O 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
Sierra House Elementary GOO5301| &7 a4 a0 G5 100 a1 0 0 0 0 ] ] ] ] of 512 ]
South Tahoe High 0937205 0O 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 O 292 252 275 228 01,047 ]
South Tahoe Middle 6005565 0 ] ] ] ] 0 306[ 2800 260 ] ] ] ] ] 0f 844 ]
Tahoe Valley Elementary 600557 3(1562 G4 67 58 Ga 67 0 0 0 0 ] ] ] ] 0f 476 ]
Transitional Learning Center (Continuation)(0930107| 0O 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3] g 0 16 0
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Proximity to Activity Centers Map
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From: Hanson., Mark@CCC

To: Chuck Taylor

Cc: Martinez, John@CCC

Subject: RE: Active Transportation Program - Grant Application Requirements
Date: Friday, June 10, 2016 12:58:18 PM

Chuck we will support this application proposal, but first submit it and follow the grant
application process. Our HQ folks will then review and send it to us for comment on
supporting this proposal. It will be at this time that we will inform HQ that we can do
the work and support it.

Thank you for bringing this to our attention.

MARK A HANSON

CONSERVATION SUPERVISOR
CALIFORNIA CONSERVATION CORPS
TAHOE CENTER

1949 APACHE AVE

SOUTH LAKE TAHOE

CA. 96150

OFF. # 5305770850

CELL # 5305453026

From: Chuck Taylor [mailto:ctaylor@cityofslt.us]

Sent: Friday, June 10, 2016 11:59 AM

To: Hanson, Mark@CCC <Mark.Hanson@CCC.CA.GOV>; Martinez, John@CCC
<John.Martinez@CCC.CA.GOV>

Cc: Stan Hill <shill@cityofslt.us>

Subject: Active Transportation Program - Grant Application Requirements

Mark,

In the current grant cycle (Cycle 3) from the Active Transportation Program (ATP) we are seeking
funding for the implementation portion of the Sierra Boulevard Bicycle and Pedestrian Trail Project.
As concluded during the previous ATP grant application in 2014, the City will follow up and seek
corps participation for “construction” funding. Please see the attached previous e-mails that
document these past conversations City had with the CCC.

We are proud to report the City’s progress successfully obtaining grant funds for the planning as
design phases of the project to date. The time is now for applying for ATP constructions funds and
we are asking for a commitment from the CCC to be of assistance in performing some of the work.
After the new Class 1 (separate from the roadway) bike path is constructed, some clearing and
grubbing, revegetation, landscaping work, or possibly peeler core log fencing are items that the
CCC’s might offer if that were part of the final design.

As | mentioned, the deadline for this application is Wednesday 6/15. However, the City will accept an



mailto:Mark.Hanson@CCC.CA.GOV

mailto:ctaylor@cityofslt.us

mailto:John.Martinez@CCC.CA.GOV



e-mail response or to confirm interest by the CCC’s on our Sierra Blvd Project.

Thank you for your consideration and quick response.

Chuck Taylor, PE

Associate Civil Engineer
City of South Lake Tahoe, Public Works Department
1052 Tata Lane South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150

Phone: (530) 542-6042 Cell: (530) 208-8418






Safe Routes to School—Bijou Community School

3501 Spruce Ave, South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150
Enrollment: 607 Students K-5

contact information: 530-543-2337
Email: sashmore@ltusd.org

Distance Driving: 3.7 Miles

Distance Walking via Greenway and Sierra Blvd Complete Street: 1.98 mi.
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Blank Document for purposes of fulfilling ATP electronic application process where requirement of an
attached document is not appropriate.






From: Chuck Taylor

To: "Danielle@caleec.com”

Subject: Active Transportation Program - Grant Application Requirements
Date: Wednesday, June 15, 2016 4:27:00 PM

Danielle,

Cynthia Vitale, the former contact for CALCC directed the City’s request to you. In the current grant
cycle (Cycle 3) from the Active Transportation Program (ATP) we are seeking funding for the
implementation portion of the Sierra Boulevard Bicycle and Pedestrian Trail Project. As concluded
during the previous ATP grant application in 2014, the City will follow up and seek corps
participation for “construction” funding. Please see the attached previous e-mails that document
these past conversations City had with the CCC.

We are proud to report the City’s progress successfully obtaining grant funds for the planning as
design phases of the project to date. The time is now for applying for ATP constructions funds and
we are asking for a commitment from the CCC to be of assistance in performing some of the work.
After the new Class 1 (separate from the roadway) bike path is constructed, some clearing and
grubbing, revegetation, landscaping work, or possibly peeler core log fencing are items that the
CCC’s might offer if that were part of the final design.

The deadline for this application is Wednesday 6/15. However, the City will accept an e-mail
response or to confirm interest by the CCC’s on our Sierra Blvd Project.

Thank you for your consideration and quick response.

Chuck Taylor, PE

Associate Civil Engineer

City of South Lake Tahoe, Public Works Department
1052 Tata Lane South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150

Phone: (530) 542-6042 Cell: (530) 208-8418
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SWITRS Collisions from 1-1-07 to 12-31-11, ALL, EL DORADO
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Appendix J - 1 of 5

Benefit / Cost Ratio Calculations for Sierra Boulevard

1.0 Benefit / Cost Calculations for Safety Improvements incorporated in Sierra Boulevard Improvements

Countermeasure / Safety Improvement Life Benefit (20 years)*
Create directional median openings to allow (and restrict) left-turns and u-turns $9,030,600
Add Segment Lighting $221,200
Add Intersection Lighting $252,800
Install sidewalk / pathway (to avoid walking along roadway) $540,160
Install Bike lanes $236,320
Net Safety Countermeasure Totals $10,281,080

2.0 Health Benefit / Cost Calculation

Census Block Population** 2469|people
Annual Benefits per Capita*** $137|per active person
Project Life Benefits per Capita (20 years) $2,740|per active person
California Average Trip % by Non-motorized Travel Mode (walk and/or bike)**** 18%|percent active trips
Life Health Benefit of Project (Population x Life Benefits x Non-motorized %) $1,217,711 |over 20 year period
3.0 Economic Impact to Disadvantaged Community
Annual Trips on Sierra Blvd Bike Trail***** 57888|annual users
% of Facility Users Who Are Visitors*** 48%
% of Visitors Whose Primary Reason is B/P Facilities*** 30%
Annual # Visitors Whose Primary Reason is B/P Facilities*** 8336
Average Direct Expenditure per Visitor*** $13.33|per person
Total Annual Economic Impact to Tourism Economy $111,117
Life Benefit over 20 years 52,222,343
Summary of B/C Ratio Calculation Estimated Life Benefit over 20 Years
Health Economic
Funding Source - ATP vs. Total Project Safety Benefits Benefits Benefits Net Benefit | Project Cost |B/C Ratio
ATP Eligible Items, Planning Estimate $10,281,080 $1,217,711| $2,222,343| $13,721,134| $2,968,644 4.62
Total Project, Planning Estimate $10,281,080 $1,217,711| $2,222,343| $13,721,134| $5,081,369 2.70
Sources:

*Based on TIMS Countermeasure Values developed with 2007-2011 Project Corridor Collision History

**CalEnviroScreen 2.0, Accessed May 18, 2014, Census Tract: 6017030301
***Environmental, Economic and Public Health Impacts of Shared Use Paths in Lake Tahoe ; Prepared of the Lake Tahoe Regional Planning Agency. Alta Planning + Design and LSC

Transportation Consultants, December 11 2009
****California Department of Transportation, 2010-2012 California Household Travel Survey. Version 1.0. June 14, 2013. NuStats, LLC. Junzmann and Masterman, p.117.
***** ake Tahoe Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan 2010, Use Estimation for Sierra Blvd Class | Bike Trail (Corridor S5, "Y" to Al Tahoe).
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Appendix J - 2 of 5

Transportation Injury Mapping System (TIMS) http://tims.berkeley.edu/tools/bc/maind.php?version=1&PID=20140516...

Benefit / Cost Calculation Result
1. Project Information
Application ID 20140516 - Sierra Blvd Version 1
2. Countermeasures and Crash Data
Crash Data Time Period 01/01/2007 to 12/31/2011 Years 5

- Install sidewalk / pathway (to avoid walking along roadway)

CM Number Project Type Crash Type CRF Life

R37 Ped and Bike Ped & Bike 80 20

Injury - Other Injury - Property Damage
Crash Type Fatality (Death) Severe Injury Total
Visible Complaint of Pain Only
Ped & Bike 0 0 1 2 0 3
Annual Benefit $ 27,008 Cost 52302602 Se e +‘
ov)
Life Benefit $ 540,160 ~BfERatio 0.23 Gl

able
L) cl 1: B

CM Number Project Type Crash Type CRF Life

NS18 Ped and Bike Ped & Bike 35 20

Injury - Other Injury - Property Damage
Crash Type Fatality (Death) Severe Injury Total
Visible Complaint of Pain Only
Ped & Bike 0 0 1 2 0 3
Annual Benefit $11,816 Cost $~1-1-53:-846
Life Benefit $ 236,320 —BfE-Ratie 0:20

» Create directional median openings to allow (and restrict) left-turns and u-turns (NS.1.)

CM Number Project Type Crash Type CRF Life
NS13 Geometric Mod. All 50 20
Injury - Other Injury - Property Damage
Crash Type Fatality (Death) Severe Injury Total
Visible Complaint of Pain Only
All 1 0 3 6 0 10
Annual Benefit $ 451,530 -€ost §1.538,462- €L
Ch\o-"" (1%}
Life Benefit $ 9,030,600 —BfcRatio————5:87— 1
Table

G Ble

3. Benefit Cost Result

Total Benefit § 6.507.060 3
—$-5-000-€ Sca Cc\.\cu\t-.huv\ \a\\ol :
Total Cost , '

B/C Ratio 96—
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Transportation Injury Mapping System (TIMS)

Benefit / Cost Calculation Result

1. Project Information

http://tims.berkeley.edu/tools/bc/main4.php?version=2&PID=20140518...

Application ID 20140518 Sierra Blvd Version 2
2. Countermeasures and Crash Data
Crash Data Time Period 01/01/2007 to 12/31/2011 Years 5
- Install sidewalk / pathway (to avoid walking along roadway)
CM Number Project Type Crash Type CRF Life
R37 Ped and Bike Ped & Bike 80 20
Injury - Other Injury - Property Damage
Crash Type Fatality (Death) Severe Injury Total
Visible Complaint of Pain Only
Ped & Bike 0 0 1 2 0 3
Annual Benefit $ 27,008 Cost $-1=693:796
Life Benefit $ 540,160 i 2
A\wlHon '\’&ut
« Install bike lanes or Ble
CM Number Project Type Crash Type CRF Life
R36 Ped and Bike Ped & Bike 35 20
Injury - Other Injury - Property Damage
Crash Type Fatality (Death) Severe Injury Total
Visible Complaint of Pain Only
Ped & Bike 0 0 1 2 0 3
Annual Benefit $11,816 €ost $-1-693+790
Life Benefit $ 236,320 B/C-Ratio 0:14
Sec CLXV‘“\.‘O“ ’IKL‘C
- B/c
ced-safety-fea eRSIOAS)— (Vmﬂld}
CM Number Project Type Crash Type CRF Life
NS18 Ped and Bike Ped & Bike 35 20
Injury - Other Injury - Property Damage
Crash Type Fatality (Death) Severe Injury Total
Visible Complaint of Pain Only
Ped & Bike 0 0 1 2 0 3
Annual-Benefit $1+15816 €ost 5156937796
I"C Ranafit. s ZDE 290 B,/I‘ P“ﬁ 0.14

—3—Benrefit-Gost-Resulit—

Totat temefit 01280

<. 0.
E 2 T -

$ L 08132360 ¥
= g

1
Tolal COST

0.20.

C¢(_ Co.l(u'l\.‘,'olﬂv\-'r‘-\lnl C

B/
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Transportation Injury Mapping System (TIMS)

Benefit / Cost Calculation Result

1. Project Information

Application ID Sierra Blvd Lighting

2. Countermeasures and Crash Data

Crash Data Time Period 01/01/2007 to 12/31/2011
» Add segment lighting
CM Number Project Type Crash Type
R1 Lighting Night
Injury - Other
Crash Type Fatality (Death) Severe Injury
Visible
Night 0 0 2
Annual Benefit
Life Benefit
« Add intersection lighting (NS.1.)
CM Number Project Type Crash Type
NS1 Lighting Night
Injury - Other
Crash Type Fatality (Death) Severe Injury
Visible
Night 0 0 2
Annual Benefit
Life Benefit
3. Benefit Cost Result
Total Benefit $ 474,000
Total Cost “—$-5;68+365—

B/C Ratio 0.09

http:/tims.berkeley.edu/tools/bc/maind.php?version=1&PID=Sierra+Bl...

Version 1
Years 5
CRF Life
35 20
Injury - Property Damage
Total
Complaint of Pain Only
0 0 2
$ 11,060 —Cost———52;546;685—
$ 221,200 -B/eRatio—————0:09————
.sc, (A‘Cv /“'*“’"‘—F‘u‘
for Bl
CRF Life
40 20
Injury - Property Damage
Total
Complaint of Pain Only
0 0 2
$ 12,640 Cost $-2:540:685
$ 252,800 B/CRatio 0:10

See (&-(cu &.Jn\/\ IAUC
foi B/e
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Stan Hill

From: Karen Fink <kfink@trpa.org>
Sent: Thursday, May 15, 2014 10:32 AM
To: Stan Hill

Cc: Jim Marino; Ray Jarvis

Subject: Use Estimates for Sierra Blvd
Attachments: Appendix X Use Estimation.doc
Hi Stan,

Here are the use estimates that we derived for the Sierra Blvd Class | Bike Trail. We used the outputs from the general
corridors that were analyzed in the Bike and Pedestrian Use Model, and came up with a methodology for estimating use
on adjacent, smaller corridors, like Sierra Blvd. The attached methodology excerpts a key table and map from the Bike
and Pedestrian Use Model and explains how the estimates are related to that table.

Sierra Blvd Class | Bike Trail

Peak Summer Day 1-Way Trips: 335
Annual Use: 57,888

To get the Annual Use we multiplied the Daily Use by a factor of 172.8. This was developed in the Lake Tahoe Bicycle and
Pedestrian Use Model as the number of days that the trail would be used, assuming that the trail is cleared of snow.
Since Sierra Blvd. is an in-town bike trail, we assumed it would be cleared of snow.

The explanation of how the 335 number was derived is explained in the attached memo. The Sierra Blvd Trail was
considered to be adjacent to Corridor S5, “Y” to Al Tahoe. Feel free to give me a call if you want me to explain the
methodology.

Karen Fink

Senior Transportation Planner

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency/Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization
Phone: 775-589-5204

kfink@trpa.org

www.tahoempo.org
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Form Date: April, 2016 ATP Cycle 3 Call for Projects - Application Form — Attachment A

Part C: Attachments
Attachment A: Signature Page

IMPORTANT: Applications will not be accepted without all required signatures.

Implementing Agency: Chief Executive Officer, Public Works Director, or other officer authorized by the governing board

The undersigned affirms that their agency will be the “Implementing Agency” for the project if funded with ATP funds and they are
the Chief Executive Officer, Public Works Director or other officer authorized by their governing board with the authority to
commit the agency’s resources and funds. They are also affirming that the statements contained in this application package are
true and complete to the beStYof their knowledge. For infrastructure projects, the undersigned affirms that they are the manager of
the public right-of-way facili#és (r jble for their maintenance and operation) or they have authority over this position.

Signature: Date: (p./IS"/ le
Name: Rﬂ"/ ws Phone: QD*WZ—'_&O'S /

Title: DIMﬂ oF lerSUC WS e-mail: r"m: S@ o4 ﬁ?qfsl-l— us

For projects with a Partnering Agency: Chief Executive Officer or other officer authorized by the governing board

(For use only when appropriate)

The undersigned affirms that their agency is committed to partner with the “Implementing Agency” and agrees to assume the
responsibility for the ongoing operations and maintenance of the facility upon completion by the implementing agency and they
intend to document such agreement per the CTC guidelines. The undersigned also affirms that they are the Chief Executive Officer
or other officer authorized by their governing board with the authority to commit the agency’s resources and funds. They are also
affirming that the statements contained in this application package are true and complete to the best of their knowledge.

Signature: Date:
Name: Phone:
Title: e-mail:

For projects with encroachments on the State right-of-way: Caltrans District Traffic Operations Office Approval*

(For use only when appropriate)

If the application’s project proposes improvements within a freeway or state highway right-of-way, whether it affects the safety or
operations of the facility or not, it is required that the proposed improvements be reviewed by the district traffic operations office
and either a letter of support/acknowledgement from the traffic operations office be attached or the signature of the traffic
manager be secured in the application. The Caltrans letter and/or signature does not imply approval of the project, but instead is
only an acknowledgement that Caltrans District staff is aware of the proposed project; and upon initial review, the project appears
to be reasonable and acceptable.

Is a letter of support/acknowledgement attached? If yes, no signature is required. If no, the following signature is required.
Signature: Date:

Name: Phone:

Title: e-mail:

* Contact the District Local Assistance Engineer (DLAE) for the project to get Caltrans Traffic Ops contact information. DLAE contact information can
be found at http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LocalPrograms/dlae.htm






Form Date: April, 2016 Cycle 3 ATP Callfor Projects - Application Form — Attachment B

ATP Engineer’s Checklist for Infrastructure Projects
Required for “Infrastructure” applications ONLY

This application checklist is to be used by the engineer in “responsible charge” of the preparation of this ATP
application to ensure all of the primary elements of the application are included as necessary to meet the CTC’s
requirements for a PSR-Equivalent document (per CTC’s ATP Guidelines and CTC’s Adoption of PSR Guidelines -
Resolution G-99-33) and to ensure the application is free of critical errors and omissions; allowing the application to
be accurately ranked in the statewide and regional ATP selection processes.

Special Considerations for Engineers before they Sign and Stamp this document attesting to the accuracy of the
application:

Chapter 7; Article 3; Section 6735 of the Professional Engineer's Act of the State of California requires engineering calculation(s) or
report(s) be either prepared by or under the responsible charge of a licensed civil engineer. Since the corresponding ATP
Infrastructure-application defines the scope of work of a future civil construction project and requires complex engineering principles
and calculations which are based on the best data available at the time of the application, the application must be signed and
stamped by a licensed civil engineer.

By signing and stamping this document, the engineer is attesting to this application's technical information and engineering data
upon which local agency's recommendations, conclusions, and decisions are made. This action is governed by the Professional
Engineer’s Act and the corresponding Code of Professional Conduct, under Sections 6775 and 6735.

The following checklist is to be completed by the engineer in “responsible charge” of defining the project’s Scope,
Cost and Schedule per the expectations of the CTC’s PSR Equivalent. The checklist is expected to be used during the
preparation of the documents, but not initialed and stamped by the engineer until the final application and
application attachments are complete and ready for submission to Caltrans.

1. Vicinity map /Location 'map Engineer’s Initials: (’gj
a. The project limits must be clearly depicted in relationship to the overall agency boundary

2. Project layout-plan/map showing existing and proposed conditions must: Engineer’s Initials: G_P]

a. Be to a scale which allows the visual verification of the overall project “construction” limits and limits of each
primary element of the project. Scale must be shown on the plan/map

b. Show the full scope of the proposed project, including any non-participating construction items
Show all changes to existing motorized/non-motorized lane and shoulder widths. Label the proposed widths

d. Show agency’s right of way (ROW) lines when permanent or temporary ROW impacts are possible. (As
appropriate, also show Caltrans’, Railroad, and all other government agencies ROW lines)

3. Typical cross-section(s) showing existing and proposed conditions. Engineer’s Initials: Cg’/
(Include cross-section for each controlling configuration that varies significantly from the typical)

a. Show and dimension: changes in lane widths, ROW lines, side slopes, etc.

4. Detailed Engineer's Estimate Engineer’s Initials: U

a. The Caltrans Project Estimate (Attachment F) must be filled out per the instructions and attached to the
application, in the appropriate location.

b. Each of the main project elements are broken out into separate construction items. The costs for each item
are based on calculated quantities and appropriate corresponding unit costs

c. All non-participating costs in relation to the ATP funding are clearly identified and accounted for separately
from the eligible costs. The non-participating (or ineligible) costs must be consistent with Caltrans guidelines
as shown in Local Assistance Program Guidelines chapter 22.6

d. All project elements the applicant intends to utilize the CCC, certified community conservation corps, or tribal
corps on need to be clearly identified and accounted for

e. All project development costs to be funded by the ATP need to be accounted for in the total project cost





Form Date: April, 2016 Cycle 3 ATP Call for Projects - Application Form — Attachment B

5. Crash/Safety Data, Collision maps and Countermeasures: Engineer’s Initials: &K

a. Confirmation that crash data shown is depicted accurately, is shown to scale, and occurred within influence
area of proposed improvements.

6. Project Schedule and Requested programming of ATP funding Engineer’s Initials: e

a. All applicants must anticipate receiving federal ATP funding for the project and therefore the project
schedules and programming included in the application must account for all applicable federal requirements
and timeframes.

“Completed Dates” for project Milestone Dates shown in the application have been reviewed and verified

“Expected Dates” for project Milestone Dates shown in the application account for all reasonable project
timetables, including: Interagency MOUs, Caltrans agreements, CTC allocations, FHWA authorizations,
federal environmental studies and approvals, federal right-of-way acquisitions, federal consultant selections,
project permits, etc.

d. The fiscal year and funding amounts shown in the PPR must be consistent with Implementing Agency’s
expected project milestone dates and available matching funds.

7. Warrant studies/guidance (Check if not applicable) Engineer’s Initials:

a. For new Traffic Control Signals — an engineering study that includes analysis of Signal Warrants 1- 9
& N/A (CAMUTCD) must be submitted. For ATP funding, warrants 4, 5 or 7 should be met but the final
decision to install a signal must be made by the engineer. The engineering study (and any additional
documentation of the engineering judgment supporting the Traffic Control Signal, if needed) must
include the name and license number of the responsible engineer and must be attached to the
application in the “Additional Attachments” section.

8. Additional narration and documentation: Engineer’s Initials: (Z

a. The text in the “Narrative Questions” in the application is consistent with and supports the engineering logic
and calculations used in the development of the plans/maps and estimate

b. When needed to clarify non-standard ATP project elements (i.e. vehicular roadway widening necessary for
the construction of the primary ATP elements); appropriate documentation is attached to the application to
document the engineering decisions and calculations requiring the inclusion of these non-standard elements.

Licensed Engineer: Engineer's Stamp:

Name (Last, First):l ThYLon. | € HARLES |

Title: Ié‘fSoclAﬂ? Civie ENGINEEL. |
Engineer LicenseNumber| Y03 | |

Signature: iz 2 i ,/AZ é

Date: | ¢-1s-(¢C |

email: (e Cagor@ o of st . s |
Phone:| $30-8Y2-¢coy2 |
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contact information:

School phone: 530-543-2327
Email: sashmore@ltusd.org

Driving Distance = 1.8 miles

Bicycle/Walking Distance = 1.8 with 0.6 miles on Class 1 Bike Trail
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Blank Document for purposes of fulfilling ATP electronic application process where requirement of an
attached document is not appropriate.
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APPENDIX O

Prioritization Project List Summary, Table — 20

from the

Lake Tahoe B/P Master Plan

APPENDICES - SIERRA BOULEVARD BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN TRAIL PROJECT
ATP GRANT APPLICATION — CYCLE 3





MILES  {COST_PER_MIL] PRIORITIZATIO
EIP#/Caltrans EA#{CLASS LOCATION OWNERSHIP NAME FROM TO PROJECT_TYPE (1) E (5) TOTAL_COST STATUS N_SCORE
HIGHEST PRIORITY "DESIGN-LEVEL" PROJECTS (6) ]
1003 3}C-1/SHARED USE PATH CITY OF SOUTH TAKE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE US HWY 50-EL DORADO BEACH TRAIL FSKIRUN BLVD EL DORADO BEACH Design-Level 0.69%  $2,000,000! $1,387, 449FINAL DESIGN 700
7635C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACER COUNTY TCPUD TAKESIDE TRAIL PHASES V, Vi, Vil GROVE STREET {STATE ROUTE 28 Design-Level .10} $4,462,209 $4,908,430iPERMIT APPROVED 700
C-1/SHARED USE PATH CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE HARRISON AVE TAKEVIEW AVE [0S ANGELES AVE Design-Level 0.28t  $2,000,000 $566,3 123PRELIMINARY PLANNING 50
777§C-1/SHARED USE PATH DOUGLAS COUNTY DOUGLAS COUNTY NV STATELINE 7O STATELINE BIKEWAY KAHLE DRIVE LAKE PARKWAY iDesign-Level 0.89 2,000,000 1,772,420iENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 88
C-1/SHARED USE PATH DOUGLAS COUNTY DOUGLAS COUNTY NV STATELINE TO STATELINE BIKEWAY SOUTH DEMO __ SELK'S POINT ROAD KAHLE DRIVE iDesign-Level 0.62 2,000,000 1,231,917 13ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 83
769§C-1/SHARED USE PATH DOUGLAS COUNTY DOUGLAS COUNTY NV STATELINE TO STATELINE BIKEWAY SOUTH DEMO __ tROUND HILL PINES BEACH ELK'S POINT ROAD Design-Level 0.75 2,000,000 1,490,57 5iENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 83
NA/03-2A920  FC-2/BIKE LANE PLACER COUNTY CALTRANS STATE ROUTE 89-HOMEWOOD FAWN STREET CHERRY STREET Design-Level 0.82 $50,000 $41,141i95% DESIGN 83
Y53 DESIGN-CI'NEEDS 10
NA/03-1A842  fC-2/BIKE LANE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CALTRANS STATE ROUTE 89-EMERALD BAY ROAD SOUTH TAHOE "Y" SO. LAKE TAHOE CITY LIMITS _ $Design-Level 1.36 $5,000 $6,791BE REINSTATED HERE 80
761 FC-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACER COUNTY NTPUD NORTH 1AHOE BIKE PATH DOLLAR HILL NORTH TAHOE REGIONAL PARK tDesign-Level 8.00%  $2,000,000 $16,000,000;ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 80
PED PLACER COUNTY PLACER COUNTY BEAR STREET FTATE ROUTE 28 TROUT AVE Design-Level 0.06 $317,000 $18,489iENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 79
PED PLACER COUNTY PLACER COUNTY DEER STREET STATE ROUTE 28 PAST TROUT AVE Design-Level 0.04 $317,000 $12,083iENVIRONMENT AL REVIEW 79
787}C-2/BIKE LANE PLACER COUNTY CALTRANS/PLACER COUNTY LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP - STATE ROUTE 28 CSR 267 CHIPMUNK STREET Design-Leve 0.93 $5,000 $4,6321ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 77
PED CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE US HWY 50 STATELINE RD PARK AVE Design-Leve 0.28}  $8,000,000 $2,266,4061IN CONSTRUCTION--HELD UP 75
77 7EC-1/SHARED USE PATH DOUGLAS COUNTY DOUGLAS COUNTY LAKE PARKWAY WEST (LOOP ROAD, NV 559 US HWY 50 ISTATELINE AVE Design-Leve 0.44¢  $2,000,000 $881,22 3;ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 75
PED PLACER COUNTY PLACER COUNTY COON STREET. STATE ROUTE 28 DOLLY VARDEN AVE iDesign-Leve 0.39 $317,000 $122,595ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 74
PED PLACER COUNTY PLACER COUNTY FOX STREET {STATE ROUTE 28 RAINBOW AVE Design-Level 0.21 $317,000 $66,131IENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 74
C-3/BIKE ROUTE PLACER COUNTY PLACER COUNTY [AKE FOREST ROAD POMIN PARK SKYLANDIA PARK Design-Level 0.62 5,000 $3,0784IN CONSTRUCTION 09_11 74
PED PLACER COUNTY PLACER COUNTY ISECLINE STREET STATE ROUTE 28 STEELHEAD AVE Design-Level 0.16 $317,000 $51,017iENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 74
PED PLACER COUNTY PLACER COUNTY STEELHEAD AVE DEER STREET FOX STREET Design-Level 0.41 $317,000 $130,871iENVIRONMENT AL REVIEW 74
C-2/BIKE LANE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CALTRANS USHWY 50 (PM 75.4777.3) TROUT CREEK SOUTH TAHOE "V" Design-Level 1.89 4,000,000 7.573,0671609% DESIGN 70
PED PLACER COUNTY PLACER COUNTY STATE ROUTE 28 STATE ROUTE 267 CHIPMUNK STREET Design-Level 0.89% _$2,500,000 2,217,179iENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 70
C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACER COUNTY TCPUD HOMEWOOD MULTI-USE TRAIL FAWN STREET CHERRY STREET Design-Level 0.85 2,474,462 2,103,2931PRELIMINARY PLANNING 70
C-1/SHARED USE PATH CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CALIFORNIA TAHOE CONSERVANCY SOUTH TAHOE GREENWAY SKI RUN BLVD {SIERRA TRACT Design-Leve 1.50f  $2,500,000 3,751,598iENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 69
C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACER COUNTY PLACER COUNTY LAKE FOREST ROAD {SKYLANDIA PARK - STATE ROUTE 28 Design-Leve 0.18 1,000,000 $184,199{IN CONSTRUCTION 69
C-17SHARED USE PATH CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CALIFORNIA TAHOE CONSERVANCY SOUTH TAHOE GREENWAY VAN SICKLE STATE PARK SKi RUN BLVD Design-Leve| 1.33}  $2,500,000 3,327,520iENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 68
C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACER COUNTY TCPUD LAKESIDE TRAIL PHASE 2C MACKINAW RD COMMONS BEACH Design-Level 0.30f $10,000,000 3,000,000iENVIRONMENT AL REVIEW 65
PED CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE PIONEER TRAIL SHEPHARDS ROAD US HWY 50 Design-Level 0.37% _$4,000,000 1,487,399:PRELIMINARY PLANNING 65
PED PLACER COUNTY TCPUD FANNY BRIDGE PEDES T RIAN/BICYCLE IMPROVEMENTS  §1AHOE TAVERN ROAD MACKINAW RD Design-Level 0.61 1,200,000 $735,4881ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 65
NA703-1A733  FC-2/BIKE LANE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 1AHOE CALTRANS US AWY 50 (PM 77.3/79.3) ¥SKI RUN BLVD TROUT CREEK Design-Level 1.95 9,000,000 $17,501,210§95% DESIGN 63
736/10034 C-1/SHARED USE PATH EL DORADO COUNTY EL DORADO COUNTY SAWMILL 2 PATH US HWY 50 LAKE TAHOE BLVD Design-Level 1.86§  $2,000,000 $3,710,012iFINAL DESIGN 63
C-1/SHARED USE PATH WASHOE COUNTY NDOT NV STATELINE TO STATELINE BIKEWAY STATELINE ROAD LAKESHORE DRIVE (WEST) Design-Level 2.15 4,000,000 $8,583,035:PRELIMINARY PLANNING 63
US'HWY 36 AND 3R89
749/03-1A841 _ [C-2/BIKE LANE EL DORADO COUNTY CALTRANS STATE ROUTE 89-MEYERS INTERSECTION PORTAL DRIVE Design-Level 2.50 $500,000 $1,249,675iN CONSTRUCTION 60
PED CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE US HWY 50 PHASE | TROUT CREEK 1SKI RUN BLVD Design-Level 1.44} _ $8,000,000 $11,519,2413FINAL DESIGN 60
PED CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE US HWY 50 PHASE I FOURTH STREET TROUT CREEK Design-Level 2.14}  $8,000,000 $17,107,3263FINAL DESIGN 60
[AKE FOREST CAMPGROUND
C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACER COUNTY PLACER COUNTY LAKE FOREST RD EXISTING BIKE PATH ENTRANCE Design-Level 0.11¢§ $1,000,000 $106,900iFINAL DESIGN 59
C-1/SHARED USE PATH CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE SIERRA BLVD US HWY 50 BARBARA AVE Design-Level 0.50 7000000 $500,000;ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 58
PED CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE US HWY 50 PHASE 1l SOUTH TAHOE "Y" FOURTH STREET Design-Level 0.24%  $8,000,000 $7,043,245iFINAL DESIGN 58
ECDORAGE COUNTYZCITY OF SOUTH
752§C-1/SHARED USE PATH LAKE TAHOE CALIFORNIA TAHOE CONSERVANCY SOUTH TAHOE GREENWAY SIERRA TRACT MEYERS Design-Leve 5.67¢ $2,500,000 $14,187,302{ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 55
8473C-1/SHARED USE PATH WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY NV STATELINE TO STATELINE BIKEWAY HINCLINE VILLAGE {SAND HARBOR iDesign-Leve 2.49¢  $8,000,000 $19,941,8991PRELIMINARY PLANNING 55
NA703-1A844  F5/SCENIC BIKE LOOP EL DORADO COUNTY CALTRANS LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP (PM 18.0/24.9) EMERALD BAY MEEKS BAY iDesign-Leve 7.35 $500,000 3,673,878195% DESIGN 47
NA703-2A021  §C-2/BIKE LANE PLACER COUNTY CALTRANS STATE ROUTE 89-TAHOE CITY TAHOE GITY V" BASIN BOUNDARY. Design-Leve 3.46 $500,000 1,730,42 73N CONSTRUCTION 45
CITY OF SOUTHTARE TARGE CITY
5/SCENIC BIKE LOOP EL DORADO COUNTY CALTRANS LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP LIMITS CAMP RICHARDSON Design-Level 1.70 1,000,000 1,702,159i95% DESIGN 43
C-1/SHARED USE PATH EL DORADO COUNTY TCPUD WEST SHORE BIKE 1RAIL EXTENSION MEEKS BAY ‘?UGAR PINE POINT STATE PARK Design-Level 0.70f  $3,000,000 2,099,8441PRELIMIINARY PLANNING 43
10036C-1/SHARED USE PATH EL DORADO COUNTY EL DORADO COUNTY [AKE TAHOE BLVD D STREET BOULDER MOUNTAIN DRIVE Design-Level 1,92 2,000,000 3,846,369{PRELIMINARY PLANNING 40
; $Tea833.501

Table 20: Prioritized Project List, Design-Level Projects.

Notes:

1) Mileage is calculated from GIS, not mileposts.  2) From Caltrans SWITRS and Nevada Highway Patrol Databases.  3) Based on the Bike Trail User Model  4) Based on a survey of other regions with snow (172.8 for cleared facilities; 146.5 for non-cleared)
(See Bike Trail User Model Tab TK)  5) Costs for Caltrans projects use the “Conceptual Unit Cost Estimates”. Since these projects are constructed concurrently with water quality work, actual costs may differ. 6) Any prioritization is dependent on funding, right-of-way availability,
and other issues, and the order in which projects are actually completed is based on a variety of factorsz) For full list of project scoring, see web version at www.tahoempo.org.





MILES  {COST_PER_MIL PRIORITIZATIO
EIP#/Caltrans EA#ECLASS LOCATION OWNERSHIP NAME FROM TO PROJECT_TYPE 1) E (5) TOTAL_COST STATUS N_SCORE
NEIGHEST PRIORITY "PLANNING-LEVEL" PROJECTS (8)
10042/NA C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACER COUNTY/EL DORADO COUNTY §TCPUD WEST SHORE TRAIL IMPROVEMENTS SR 28/89 EMERALD BAY Planning-level 12.10§  $1,000,000! $12,100,000 90
C-1/SHARED USE PATH CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE U3 AWY 50 EXISTING LINEAR PARK 1RAIL PARK AVE Planning-level 0.08}  $4,000,000 $320,000 83
C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACER COUNTY TCPUD/CALTRANS TRUCKEE RIVER TRAIL WIDENING TAHOE CITY {SQUAW VALLEY Planning-level 2.50 $750,000 $7,875,000 70
C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACER COUNTY TCPUD/CAL TRANS SUNNYSIDE 10 SEQUOIA 1RAIL SUNNYSIDE RESORT LOWER SEQUOIA/SR 89 Planning-level 0.65} . $1,500,000! $975,000 65
NA/03-1A734  $C-2/BIKE LANE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CALTRANS USHWY 50 (PM 79.3/80.4) STATELINE RD SKI RUN BLVD Planning-level 1.15f _ $8,000,000 $9,185,518 65
TOYON RD/CONNECTION WIiTH EXISTING FORES T SERVICE
C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACER COUNTY PLACER COUNTY NATIONAL AVENUE EAST SIDE PROPOSED NTPUD PATH PATHS Planning-level 0.24f $2,000,000! $480,000 65
C-1/SHARED USE PATH WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY. STATE ROUTE 28 (NORTH SIDE) PRESTON FIELD NORTHWOOD BLVD Planning-level 0.30}  $2,000,000 $591,559 63
SOUTH TARE TAHOE BIKE PATH S
C-1/SHARED USE PATH CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE PONDEROSA/SUSSEX CONNECTOR TO SIERRA TRACT US HWY 50 PONDEROSA SECTION Planning-level 0.07} _$2,000,000! $132,849 60
C-2/BIKE LANE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE GLENWOOD AVE BLACKWOOD RD FAIRWAY DR Planning-level 0.25 $500,000 $125,818 58
C-1/SHARED USE PATH DOUGLAS COUNTY DOUGLAS COUNTY KINGSBURY CONNECTOR VAN SICKLE STATE PARK MARKET SIREE] Planning-level 0.77¢ . $2,000,000 §7,545,217 58
C-3/BIKE ROUTE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE FAIRWAY AVE GLENWOOD WAY BLACKWOOD RD Planning-level 0.14 $5,000 $700 55
77 8EPED DOUGLAS COUNTY DOUGLAS COUNTY {STATELINE BLVD/CASINO CORE US HWY 50 LAKESHORE BLVD Planning-level 0.41} $1,000,000 $410,000 55
C-1/SHARED USE PATH WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY OLD MT ROSE HWY DIRT PARKING LOT. BASIN BOUNDARY Planning-ievel 2.54}  $1,000,000 $2,542,848 55
C-1/MULTI-USE PATH EL DORADO COUNTY USFS POPE/BALDWIN PA T H--UPGRADE T5TH STREET SPRING GREEK Planning-level 3.30 $750,000 $2,475,000 5%
C-1/SHARED USE PATH CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE TROUT, CREEK BRIDGE REPAIR TULARE MACKINAW Planning-level 0.05f _ $2,000,000! $100,000 53
C-17SHARED USE PATH CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE UPPER TRUCKEE BRIDGE REPAIR PONDEROSA STREET ELOISE AVE Blanning-level 0.05 2,000,000 $700,000 53
C-1/SHARED USE PATH CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE JAMES CONNEGTOR JAMES AVE EXISTING BIKE PATH Blanning-level 0.03} . $2,000,000. $67,916 53
U5 AWY 507END OF TINEAR
10037§C-1/SHARED USE PATH CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE PARK AVE (WEST) PINE BLVD PARK TRAIL Planning-level 0.21 $500,000 $103,034 53
CITY OF SOUTH TAKE TAHOE
C-1/SHARED USE PATH CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE US HWY 50 H STREET CITY LIMITS Planning-level 0.44} $2,000,000! $884,390 53
STATE ROUTE 207/KINGSBURY
C-3/BIKE ROUTE DOUGLAS COUNTY DOUGLAS COUNTY MARKET STREET PROPOSED SHARED USE PATH GRADE Planning-level 0.19 $5,000 $951 53
- CITY OF SOUTH TARE TARGE CITY
C-1/SHARED USE PATH EL DORADO COUNTY EL DORADO COUNTY US HWY 50 LIMITS SAWMILL BLVD Planning-level 1.31}  $2,000,000 $2,628,184 53
C-3/BIKE ROUTE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE SOUTH AVE MELBA DRIVE THIRD STREET. Planning-level 0.25 5,000 $7,268 52
C-3/BIKE ROUTE DOUGLAS COUNTY DOUGLAS COUNTY JROUND HILL BIKE PATH CONNECTOR 2 ROUND HILL BIKE PATH MCFAUL WAY Planning-level 0.07 5,000 $348 52
C-3/BIKE ROUTE EL DORADO COUNTY EL DORADO COUNTY MEADOW VALE/SOUTHERN PINES US HWY 50 PIONEER 1RAIL Planning-level 1.23 5,000 $6,130 52
76015/ SCENIC BIKE LOOP WASHOE COUNTY. NDOT AKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP - STATE ROUTE 28 ISTATELINE ROAD [AKESHORE BLVD (WEST) Planning-level 2.30 5000 $11,508 52
C-3/BIKE ROUTE CiTY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE VENICE DRIVE TAHOE KEYS BLVD T5TH STREET Planning-level 0.88 $500,000 $440,471 50
E’ﬂ( INGSBURY GRADE (3TATE ROUTE
781iPED DOUGLAS COUNTY DOUGLAS COUNTY US HWY 50 207) LAKE PARKWAY (LOOP ROAD) _Planning-level 0.25 $400,000 $100,860 50
C-3/BIKE ROUTE EL DORADO COUNTY EL DORADO GOUNTY BLTTZEN RD STATE ROUTE B9 NEAR MEVERS — JSANTA CLAUSE DR Planning-level 7.53 $5,000 $7,661 50
TOTAL i 33.30 §37,212,232

Table 20: Prioritized Project List, Planning-Level Projects
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Detailed Engineer's Estimate and Total Project Costs- Cycle 3

Important: Read the Instructions in the first sheet (tab) before entering data. Do not enter data in shaded fields (with formulas).

Project Information:

Agency:[City of South Lake Tahoe |

Date:[6/15/2016

Project Description:|Sierra Blvd Bicycle and Pedestrian Trail - a Complete Streets Project

Project Location:|Sierra Blvd Between Us Hwy 50 and Barbara Ave.

Licensed Engineer in responsible charge of preparing or reviewing this PSR-Equivalent Cost Estimate:|Chuck Taylor | License #: |46431

Engineer's Estimate and Cost Breakdown:

Cost Breakdown
Engineer's Estimate (for Construction Items Only) ATP Eligible ATP Ineligible Corps/CCC
Costs/lItems Costs/lItems to construct
Ilt\le: Item EH\DA Quantity | Units |  Unit Cost | teTrr?té!)st % $ % $ % $
General Overhead-Related Construction Items
1 Mobilization 1 LS | $326,645.00 $326,645 78%| $254,783 22%| $71,862
2 Traffic Control 1 LS $150,000.00 $150,000 78%| $117,000 22%| $33,000
3 Stormwater Protection Plan 1 LS $75,000.00 $75,000 78%| $58,500 22%| $16,500
4 Construction Staking 1 LS $35,000.00 $35,000 78%| $27,300 22%| $7,700
5 Construction Schedule 1 LS $10,000.00 $10,000 78%| $7,800 22%|  $2,200
6 Potholing Existing Utilities 50 EA $200.00 $10,000 78% $7,800 22%| $2,200
7 Clearing and Grubbing 1 LS $75,000.00 $75,000 78%| $58,500 22%| $16,500 25% $18,750
8 Materials Testing 1 LS $35,000.00 $35,000 78%| $27,300 22%| $7,700
General Construction Items (non-decorative only)
9 Pulverization of Existing Pavement Surface 136000 SF $0.65 $88,400 62%| $54,808 38%| $33,592
10 |Finish Grading and Compacting 136000 | SF $0.65 $88,400 62%| $54,808 38%| $33,592
11  |Asphalt Paving (5" AC on Pulverized/Compacted AC) 136000 | SF $6.00 $816,000 62%| $505,920 38%)| $310,080
12 |Misc. AC Paving for Driveway Connections 1500 SF $12.00 $18,000 100%| $18,000
13  |Concrete Edge Curbing 8000 LF $35.00 $280,000 100%| $280,000
14  |Reset Utility Covers/Lids to Finish Grade 40 EA $250.00 $10,000 62%|  $6,200 38%|  $3,800
15 |Pavement Striping 1 LS $20,000.00 $20,000 75%| $15,000 25%| $5,000
16  |Mixed Use Ped./Bike Trail Pavement (3" AC/6" AB) 75000 SF $10.00 $750,000 100%| $750,000
17  |Street Light Electrical Infrastructure 1 LS $75,000.00 $75,000 100%| $75,000
18 |Install Light Posts, Fixtures, Wiring, and Connections 82 EA $8,000.00 $656,000 100%| $656,000
19 |Handicap Ramps 54 EA $1,500.00 $81,000 100%| $81,000
20 |Street Sign Removal and Relocation 15 EA $350.00 $5,250 100%|  $5,250
21 |Infiltration Systems 4 EA $75,000.00 $300,000 100%| $300,000
22  |Curb and Gutter 10640 LF $85.00 $904,400 100%| $904,400
23 100%
24 100%
Decorative & Landscaping-related Items (Label items as "F" for Functional, "D" for Decorative, or "M" for a mix of Decorative and Functional)
25 Landscaping M 90000 SY $1.50 $135,000 61%| $81,945 39%| $53,055 25% $33,750
26  |Shrubs/groundcover M | 22500 SY $1.00 $22,500 61%| $13,658 39%| $8,843
27 |lrrigation / Water Connection Fee M 1 LS | $32,000.00 $32,000 92%| $29,440 8%| $2,560
28 |Install Park Benches F 3 EA $3,000.00 $9,000 61% $5,463 39%| $3,537
29 |Install 2" Water Service Shut-Off, Meter & Backflow Device M 1 LS $5,500.00 $5,500 92% $5,060 8% $440
30 |lInstall Irrigation Sprinklers and Drip M | 85000 SF $1.00 $85,000 92%| $78,200 8%| $6,800
31 Install Sod Lawn D 25000 SF $1.20 $30,000 100%| $30,000
32 |lInstall 1 gallon Perinial Shrubs F 2500 EA $10.00 $25,000 61%| $15,175 39%| $9,825 100% $25,000
33 Install 5 gallon Shrubs F 500 EA $30.00 $15,000 61% $9,105 39% $5,895 100% $15,000
34 |lInstall 2" Layer of Woodchip Mulch in Planting Beds D | 60000 SF $0.10 $6,000 61% $3,642 39%| $2,358 100% $6,000
35 |Landscape Boulders (access control) M 42 EA $200.00 $8,400 100%| $8,400
Subtotal of Construction Items:| $5,182,495 $4,507,057 $675,438 $98,500
$225,353|<= 5% of eligible CON costs (max. decorative, if applicable)
Construction Item Contingencies (% of Construction Items):| 10.00% $518,250 $450,706 $67,544
Total (Construction Items & Contingencies) cost:| $5,700,745 $4,957,762 $742,982
Project Delivery Costs:
Type of Project Cost | Cost $
Preliminary Engineering (PE) ATP Eligible Costs Non-participating Costs
Environmental Studies and Permits(PA&ED):| $ 602,000 $523,541 $78,459
Plans, Specifications and Estimates (PS&E): "PE" costs / "CON" costs
Total PE:| $ 602,000 $523,541 $78,459 11% 25% Max
Right of Way (RW)
Right of Way Engineering:| $
Acquisitions and Utilities:| $
Total RW:| $
Construction Engineering (CE) "CE" costs / "CON" costs
Construction Engineering (CE):| $ 200,000 | $173,934 | | $26,066 | 4% 15% Max
Total Project Delivery:| $802,000] | $697,475 | $104,525
Total Construction Costs:] $5,900,745] | $5,131,69 | $769,048
ATP Eligible Costs Non-participating Costs
Total Project Cost:| $6,502,745)| | $5,655,237 | $847,507

Documentation of Ineligible (Non-Participating) Costs:

Separate logic is required for each construction item listed above which is partly ineligible for ATP funding or is required for the construction of an ineligible item/element of the project.

Item Number(s):

Description of Engineer's Logic:  (See examples shown in the Instructions)

17,18

Street lighting is intended mainly along the pedestian and bicycle trail corridor and at all intersections across the full width. There are 15 total intersections along the corridor that are elibible for 100% ATP reimbursement and
the lamp style lighting will serve mainly the sidewalk and the bike lanes. Therefore 100 percent of the costs are allocated to the ATP grant budget.

9,10, 11

Pulverization of the whole roadway is necessary as part of the Complete Streets project due to the grade changes for bikeway sidewalks and drainage. The center portion of the roadway has exceeded its useful life and has been

budgeted and programed for replacement from 100% of local funds. The approximate travel lane width is 24' while the Planned cross section for Sierra Blvd is about 34'. At 3540 If of travel lanes for vehicles, the prorated

amount of pavement is 85,000 sf/136000sf = 62%
aeco Ve are eSe a pe € 0

25 thru 35
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Complete street construction costs that serve active transporation participants. The landscape items encourage use of the R/W by pedestrians and cyclists when the landscape provides a visible separation from motorized vehicles and enhance safety]
through a visible constraining an otherwise wide open right of way. Since Sod is above and beyond that which mulch could acheive for stability and erosion control, it is excluded from ATP as well as a portion of irrigation: 30,000/373,400= 8% -
1=92% 5% of the eligible construction item cost is $277,528 (per the calculation box just below the "Subtotal of Construction Items:"). The project includes sod (Item 31) which is estimated to cost $30,000 and are shown to be 100% ATP in
eligible as decorative landscaping costs while the rest shown in this category are 100% eligible for the reasons explained as a Complete Streets project; the $10,000 topsoil and $30,000 for the necessary AC removal & roadway excavation are

hown as 100% ineliaible (non-narticinatina): and the ATP eliaible nortion of the irrination costs is caleilated to he $226 798-($373 400) = -146 602/373 400= 39 3%-1=60 7%

BTV 0

21,22,23,24

Infiltration systems and Erosion Control are a necessary part of the Construction of the Bicycle and Pedestrian facilities in the Lake Tahoe Basin. While not treating 100% of the runoff from the non motorized facilities, the permitting agencies
require that the project address all stormwater runoff to treat the design storm. The curb and gutter are part of the project design to develop more than drainage. The curb has purpoe to channelize and separate the faster moving vehicles from slower
moving pedestrians and cyclists. The curb serves as a raised barrier and is an element of safety that qualifies to meet Caltans design criteria for Class 1 bikeways.

6/15/2016 lofl






Safe Routes to School—

South Tahoe Middle School

2940 Lake Tahoe Blvd, South Lake Tahoe, CA
96150

Enrollment: 846 Students 6-8

contact information:
School phone: Phone 530-541-6404

Email: sashmore@Itusd.org

Active Transportation Route via Sierra Complete
Street and Greenway Trail = 1.72 mi.

Active Transportation Route via Sierra Complete
Street and CSLT Bike Path = 1.14 mi.

CSLT Bike Trial
1.14 mi
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SWITRS Collisions from 1-1-07 to 12-31-11, ALL, EL DORADO
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